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The Destruction of the Roman 
Cathplic Church in Russia, 1917-1923). 

i- 

by James J. Zatko 

n 

The years 1917 to 1921 saw the Cath-^ 
olic Church in Russia move through a^f 
I period of hope and fear. Gains in Church 
organization and recognition by the State^f 
within an Eastern Orthodox climatOis 
were only to be smashed with the arrival 
of the Bolshevik regime. Under the Pro-Q 
I visional Government, the Church had-, 
the prospect of a freedom unmatched in 3 
her history in the Russian empire. TheQ 
good will of the new government worked j 
for a harmonious relation: tfele was tOQ 
be restoration of confiscable property, g 
freedom for religious orders, and theg 
liberty to pursue ecclesiastical activity. ^ 
All these hopes were blasted by the rise 5 
j of the Bolsheviks. The final result was a,. 
Church prostrate before the overwhelm¬ 
ing power of the Bolshevik state. 

Opening his work with the historical. 

, background of the Church’s existence in^ 

! Russia, Father Zatko briefly narrates the 
significant Church-related events that. 
date back to Prince Igor’s treaty with the 5 
Byzantine Empire in 944. Continuingj 
through the partitions of Poland andi 
various czarist reigns, he concludes withj 
the installment of the Provisional Gov¬ 
ernment in 1917. In the ensuing struggle» 

(Continued on hack flap) 
iiiuvarci, tlic l\'ew York Public Li¬ 
brary, the Library of Congress, Stanford’s 
Hoover Library, the Polish Roman Cath¬ 
olic Museum Archives in Chicago, and 
in Polish arcliivcs. 
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PREFACE 

S L3070G<1 

The purpose of this study is to tell in a scholarly way the history 
of the Roman Catholic Church in Russia during the Bolshevik 
Revolution. It is based upon materials gathered from United States 
sources—for instance, the Library of Congress, the Hoover Library 
at Stanford, and the Archives of the Polish Roman Catholic Union 
in Chicago, Illinois—and in Poland. While some of this material has 
been used, much of it has never been previously consulted, especially 
the materials from the library of Monsignor B. Ussas, Warsaw, 
Poland. This research would have been impossible without three 
fellowships from the Ford Foundation and one fellowship from 
the University of Notre Dame. To these excellent institutions the 
author expresses his deepest gratitude. 

Special thanks are due to Professor Stephen Kertesz, Professor of 
International Relations and Chairman of the Committee on Inter¬ 
national Relations at the University of Notre Dame, and to Miss 
Emily Schossberger, the director of the University of Notre Dame 
Press. Their steady and personal interest helped this book see the 
light of day. 

There is no particular dedication in this book, but the author 
humbly offers it in homage to the kind relatives and good friends, 
here and abroad, who encouraged him, endured with him, and 
supported him during the grievous times that every scholar knows. 

James J. Zatko 

July 16, 1964 

Feast of Our Lady of Mount Carmel 
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The Historical Background 


Christianity in Russia has a history almost as old as the history of 
the Russian state. The first certain information we have comes from 
the time when Prince Igor of Kiev concluded a treaty with the 
Byzantine Empire in 944. Moreover, contacts with the Western 
Church occurred with surprising frequency, in the light of later 
events: from the monk Adalbert in the time of Olga to the embassies 
during the reign of Vladimir, who converted Russia to Christianity. 

The Mongol conquest produced effects of the greatest importance 
in the ecclesiastical history of the areas now a part of Russia. While 
the eastern principalities fell under the Mongol rule, the western 
were gradually absorbed into the rising Grand Duchy of Lithuania. 
When the Grand Duchy of Lithuania imited with the Kingdom of 
Poland, the western principalities were opened to Catholic and 
Western influences, whose history can be traced from the Council 
of Constance to the Union of Florence, the Union of Brest, and the 
Synod of Zamosc. 

However, the conflict between the Pohsh-Lithuanian Common¬ 
wealth and the Grand Duchy of Moscow in the sixteenth and seven¬ 
teenth centuries gained momentum, until in the eighteenth century 
it became clear who the victor was. All this finally issued in the 
Partitions of Poland. For the Catholics of the area, Byzantine and 
Latin, this had fateful consequences. 

1 
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The Partition of Poland 

According to the First Partition Treaty, signed in St. Petersburg on 
August 5, 1772, Russia received the palatinates of Witebsk and 
Mscislaw, part of those of Polock and Minsk, as well as the remain¬ 
der of Polish Livonia, the Duchy of Curland. Of the 1,300,000 
inhabitants acquired thus by Russia, there were 900,000 Catholics, 
of whom 100,000 followed the Latin rite while 800,000 were Uniate 
or Greek Catholics. 

The First Partition in 1772, with this influx of Cathohcs into tire 
Russian state, brought in its wake many problems for the Cathohcs 
of these lands—not the least being the disruption of diocesan terri¬ 
tories, both Latin and Greek Catholic. Within the lands annexed 
by Russia, there was no resident Latin bishop at aU. The situation 
of the Greek Cathohcs, however, was not quite so unfortunate, for 
within the lands there was the archdiocese of Polock with Jason 
Smogorzewski (1780-1788) as the incumbent. Yet there were legal 
comphcations even for the Greek Cathohcs, because the episcopal 
title of Kiev—the mother of ah the Russian and Ruthenian churches 
—and the title of Smolensk had been preserved only in the Com¬ 
monwealth; and the Greek Cathohc archbishop of Lwow, Leo 
Szeptycki (1749-1779), bore also the ancient and honored title 
“The Metropohtan of Kiev’" from the year 1762. Practical jurisdic¬ 
tion, however, had been in the hands of the archbishop of Polock. 

Comphcated as the rehgious problem was, Catherine II (1762- 
1796) had also to imdertake the political task of integrating the 
Catholics—Roman and Greek—into the Russian governmental struc¬ 
ture. Peter I (1682-1725), by eliminating the patriarchate, had 
effectively subordinated the Russian Orthodox Church to the cml 
authority; its position would serve as a model for the organization 
of the Cathohc Church. The initial steps in this direction had 
already been taken. 

One of Peter Fs creations that seemed destined to play an 
important role in the history of the Cathohc Church in Russia was 
the College of Justice for Livonia, Estonia, and Finland—a branch 
of the Central College of Justice. This College of Justice for Livonia, 
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Estonia, and Finland was to be the governing body for the Protes¬ 
tants of the Baltic lands acquired by Peter in the Treaty of Nystad 
in 1721 after the Great Northern War, and to act as the court of 
second instance in all temporal and spiritual affairs after the 
local Protestant consistory. The senate of the Empire was to be 
the court of last instance. Thus, the Baltic College of Justice func¬ 
tioned as a central consistory for all Lutheran and Reformed 
churches in Livonia, Estonia, and Finland. In 1734, Empress Ann 
(1730-1740) extended the authority of the Baltic College over the 
Protestants of the whole Empire. 

The original occasion for Catherine’s intervention in Catholic 
affairs of pre-Partition times was the strife raging among the various 
national groups within the Catholic body in St. Petersburg—com¬ 
posed as it was of Germans, French, Italians, and Poles. The Ger¬ 
mans especially looked askance upon the Italian missionaries sent 
by the Congregation of the Propaganda, missionaries unable to 
speak anything but Italian. Complaints sent to the Propaganda led 
to no solution, for the Congregation delayed and temporized. 
Finally, the Germans took their complaints to Catherine II. On 
November 6, 1766, she subordinated the Catholic parish of St. 
Petersburg to the College of Justice of Livonia, Estonia, and 
Finland, at the same time ordering the College to prepare a charter 
for the congregation at St. Petersburg. An ukaz of Februaiy 12, 
1769, announced a basic law, consisting of eleven sections and 
fifty-one articles, prescribing the administrative procedures not only 
for the church in St. Petersburg but also for the Moscow congrega¬ 
tion, and later for the Catholic churches of the Empire. 

According to the regulation, the majority from the four nation¬ 
alities elected the superior of the mission, a right which belonged to 
the Catholics because they had built the church. The elections, pre¬ 
ceded by a mass and sermon, were to be held in the church. A 
member of the Baltic College and a secretary supervised the elec¬ 
tion. The secretary was obliged to inform the College of Foreign 
Affairs of the result witli the purpose of obtaining the approval of 
the proper ecclesiastical authorities, undoubtedly Rome. The faith¬ 
ful also elected eight representatives, two from each nationality; 
each national group was responsible for the nomination of four 
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candidates. Then the College of Justice confirmed the elected 
representatives, who held office for three years and were responsible 
for the administration of church temporahties. Together with the 
superior they took the inventory of church goods; they also admin¬ 
istered the finances and supervised the church school for the 
Cathohe children. 

The ukaz also regulated the acquisition and permanence of the 
clerical staflF. The College of Foreign Affairs served as the necessary 
intermediary in securing clergy from beyond the imperial frontiers. 
Every newly-arrived rehgious priest had to present himself to the 
College of Justice with his personal documents. The number of 
Reformed Franciscans in St. Petersburg was raised from four to 
six, and they were obhged to serve the CathoHcs of Kronstadt, Riga, 
and Reval. The ukaz also raised the number of Capuchins permitted 
to work in Moscow from two to three. All could remain in Russia 
for eight years. Nor were these priests to call themselves “mission¬ 
aries’’; and proselytizing w^as severely forbidden. The German 
Cathohe colonies on the Volga remained under the care of Reformed 
Franciscans until 1803, wffien Alexander I replaced the Franciscans 
with Jesuits. In 1803 there were about 9,751 Cathohes on the Volga. 

After the Partition, an ukaz of December 14, 1772, gave authority 
to the future Roman Cathohe bishop of Russia over ah monasteries, 
churches, and clergy and obhged him, as weU as the Greek Cathohe 
Archbishop Smogorzewsld of Polock, to foUow exactly the Regula¬ 
tion of 1769 in the government of his church. Both bishops were 
to be assisted by consistories of two or three assessors rather than 
by a cathedral chapter. 

The ukaz forbade the clergy of both rites to proselytize among 
the Orthodox; required an imperial placet for papal and curial docu¬ 
ments; and in administrative affairs made the CoUege of Justice the 
first instance of appeal, w’hile the senate was the second. 

This administrative structure was crowned by the founding 
of a bishopric in Belorussia. On October 1, 1773, Stanislas Siestrzen- 
cewicz-Bohusz (1731-1826) was consecrated in Wilno as the bishop 
of ^^allo in partibus, to serve as vicar general of Bishop Ignatius 
Massalsld (1762-1794) for the territories of the Wilno diocese lost 
in the First Partition. Soon after, on November 22, 1773, Catherine 



5 


The Historical Background 

made Siestrzencewicz the bishop of Belorussia, with residence in 
Mohylew. Finally, he was ordered to obey the Regulation of 1769 
in administering the Cathohc Church in Russia. 

These activities of the Russian imperial government had not 
passed unnoticed or unprotested in Rome. Already, in 1769, the 
Apostohc See had decided to send a visitator to Russia, to undo or 
correct the damage done by papal temporizing; but the events that 
led immediately to a diplomatic exchange between Rome and St. 
Petersburg were related to the Greek CathoHcs of the Empire. 
Metropohtan Szeptycki, the Greek Cathohc archbishop of Lwow, 
died in 1779. Thereupon the king of Poland, Stanislas August 
Poniatowski (1764-1795), that weak but well-intentioned monarch, 
decided that Archbishop Smogorzewski of Polock should succeed 
to the metropohtan see, and that Maximilhan Ryllo, the bishop of 
Chehn—a see destined to figure prominently and tragically in Greek 
Cathohc history—was to occupy the archdiocesan see of Polock, a 
see sanctified by the rehcs of Andrew Bobola. The nuncio in War¬ 
saw, Andrea Archetti (1776-1788), and Catherine II approved 
these changes; but, meanwhile. Bishop Ryllo had accepted from 
Empress Maria Theresa (1740-1780) the see of Przemysl, now 
under Austrian occupation, for he was none too anxious to go to 
Catherine’s Russia as archbishop. Catherine, therefore, felt per¬ 
sonally insulted, or pretended to feel so; hence, she would not agree 
to Archetti’s nomination of the superior general of the Basihans, 
Porphyrins Waszyhski, to the archdiocesan dignity. In fact, she 
preferred to leave the see vacant. This situation threatened to 
become disastrous for the Greek Cathohcs, for episcopal hturgical 
and juridical functions ceased—thus threatening to disorganize 
Greek Catholic life, rehgious and social. 

Catherine determined to profit by this unhappy situation of the 
Greek Catholics. In the diplomatic exchanges she raised her 
demands, until the price for concessions to the Greek Cathohcs 
included three conditions: Siestrzencewicz was to become the 
archbishop of all Roman Catholics in Russia; he was to have the use 
of tlie pallium, a sign of metropolitan dignity; and he was to have a 
coadjutor chosen by Catherine herself. 

Pius VI (1775-1799) in a letter of October 27, 1781, accepted the 
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idea of an archbishop of Mohylew, the use of the pallium by the 
archbishop, and a coadjutor, but he objected to the appointment of 
Siestrzencewicz as the archbishop. Catherine, however, countered 
with an ukaz of January 17, 1782, in which she established an arch¬ 
diocese of Mohylew, whose extent included aU of Russia and whose 
incumbent was to be none other than Siestrzencewicz. To crown her 
ecclesiastical venture, Catherine named Canon John Benislawski, 
of Polish descent and formerly a Jesuit, the archbishop’s coad¬ 
jutor. Two days later she wrote to inform the pope. 

The papal court again applied the technique of delay, but Cath¬ 
erine threatened dire measures unless she had her way. The nuncio 
in Warsaw, Archetti, rang the alann in Rome and counseled even¬ 
tual acceptance of the fait accompli, but only after negotiations had 
been spun out to all possible lengths. Alarmed by the nuncio’s 
report, Pius VI, addressing a letter to Catherine, pointed out that 
his own conditions had been quite reasonable: reparation of papal 
honor by a bishop who had offended it, and a Greek Catholic 
bishop for the Catholics of that rite. He himself had been more 
than willing to meet the requirements of the empress: to send a 
nuncio to St. Petersburg in order to establish an archbishopric, to 
invest the archbishop with the pallium, and to consecrate Canon 
Benislawski. Thus had the empress triumphantly outmaneuvered 
the papal diplomats. 

The curial diplomats now turned to the problem of sending a 
minister to the imperial court. The instructions were finally drawn 
up and sent to Archetti on May 10, 1783. Archetti passed through 
Wilno, Riga, Dorpat, Narva, and finally on July 4, 1783, after a 
journey of twenty days, arrived in St. Petersburg. There Archetti 
created the new archdiocese of Mohylew on April 26, 1783, and on 
January 18, 1784, the feast of St. Peter at Rome, granted the arch¬ 
bishop the honor of the pallium in the church of St. Catherine. 
Canon Benislawski was consecrated titular bishop of Gadara in 
partibus on January 28, 1784, but even though he was named 
coadjutor, this did not give him the right of succession. 

With all these efforts Archetti succeeded in establishing canon¬ 
ically the Roman Catholic Church in Russia: an archbishop was at 
the head of the organization, a cathedral chapter existed to advise 
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the bishop, a coadjutor was named and consecrated, and both a 
cathedral and seminary were in being. All this, nevertheless, left 
unsolved the problem of the Greek Cathohcs, of whom there were 
about 900,000. That the problem would be diflBcult to solve is sug¬ 
gested by the hostile attitude Catherine took toward the Greek 
Catholics. The very success of the Byzantine-Slavonic Catholic 
Church within the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth made it sus¬ 
pect in Russian eyes; hence, Archetti’s accomphshment in organiz¬ 
ing the Byzantine rite Cathohcs of Russia is the more substantial. 

The chief effort here was directed to procuring imperial consent 
to the appointment of a new archbishop of Polock, and in this 
Archetti succeeded. Archbishop Siestrzencewicz recommended for 
the see the Basihan Heraclius Lisowski as a man devoted to the 
Union. Although Archetti was urging the nomination of Lisowski 
as early as September 29, 1783, Lisowski was not consecrated until 
April 7, 1784. 

This, in sum, was the settlement that the Roman Cathohc Church 
was able to make with the imperial government of Catherine II; in 
general, it represented an acceptance by the papacy of what 
Catherine achieved by her autocratic power, except for Archetti’s 
success in providing an incumbent for the see of Polock. The value 
of the work done by Archetti should not be underestimated, as he 
laid the groundwork for an organized Roman Catholic life in Russia 
by establishing the hierarchy. In naming Lisowski the archbishop of 
Polock he also enabled the Slavonic rite Catholics to continue a 
hierarchical existence—thus, perhaps, prolonging for some time the 
life of that much persecuted body in Russia. After Archetti left St. 
Petersburg on June 2, 1784, he was appointed cardinal, both as a 
compliment to Catherine and as a reward for successfully carrying 
through a difficult task. 

Indeed, Archetti’s arrangement might have been the permanent 
settlement of the organizational question for Roman Catholics. 
Unfortunately for Poland, however, Catherine's appetite for land 
continued. 

In the Second and Third Partitions both Poland and the Catholic 
Church once again suffered serious losses. In the Second Partition, 
approved by the “mute Diet” on September 2 and 3, 1793, Russia 
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annexed the Ukraine and half of Lithuania, that is, 96,525 square 
miles and 3,100,000 inhabitants; in the Third Partition in 1795, 
Russia acquired Lithuania to the hne of the Niemen, Wolyh, and 
the land of Chehn up to the Bug River, an area of 56,239 square 
miles. These acquisitions, besides bringing into the Empire a very 
large munber of Cathohcs, involved serious canonical problems; 
however, Catherine’s attitude and conduct did not facilitate a 
solution. 

The lands seized in the Second and Third Partitions embraced six 
dioceses of the Latin rite and four of the Byzantine-Slavonic. The 
Latin ones were: 

1 The diocese of Livonia, to which were attached some of the 
churches of Curland; 

2 The diocese of Samogitia, which corresponded to the provinces 
of Samogitia and formed a part of the guberniia of Lithuania; 

3 The diocese of Wilno, which embraced most of Lithuania and 
the palatinate of Minsk; 

4 The diocese of Luck, which embraced a large piece of Lithuania 
and a part of Wolyn; 

5 The diocese of Kiev, whose bishop resided at 2ytomierz, and 
which included almost all of Wolyh and a part of Podole; 

6 The diocese of Kamieniec-Podolski, which covered part of the 
palatinate of Bradaw and extended into Galicia. 

Overlapping these Latin dioceses were four Byzantine-Slavonic 
bishoprics: 

1 The diocese of Kiev and Hahcz, whose bishop bore the title 
of metropohtan and whose jurisdiction extended over all 
Lithuania; 

2 The diocese of Brest-Litowsk and Wlodzimierz-Wolyhski, partly 
in Lithuania and partly in Wolyh; 

3 The diocese of Pihsk and Turow, within the province of 
Mihsk up to the approaches of the Prypec River; 

4 The diocese of Luck and Ostrog in Wolyh. 

Thus, with the archdiocese of Mohylew and that of Polock, there 
was a total of twelve dioceses in Russia after the Tliird Partition. 


1 
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Moreover, the relations of the archbishops of Mohylew and Potock 
to the bishops of the new lands had to be determined. Catherine, 
therefore, proceeded to “rearrange" the ecclesiastical organization. 
Since the see of Wilno was vacant, Catherine suppressed the title, 
and the bishop of Livonia, John Kossakowsld, took possession of 
the see without having the title. She suppressed the Latin dioceses 
of Luck, Kiev, and Kamieniec-Podolski but by her own autocratic 
power also estabhshed the dioceses of Pihsk and Lotyszdw. She 
even appointed the incumbents: Monsignor Caspar Cieciszewski, 
the former bishop of Kiev, was assigned to Pihsk, while Monsignor 
Anthony Sierakowski, only a titular bishop, was named for the 
other see. Monsignor Sierakowski administered the diocese of 
Wolyh in spite of the protests of its canonical incumbent, Bishop 
John Dembowski. 

If such was the fate of the Latin diocesan organization, the fate 
of the Byzantine Slavonic Catholics could hardly be any better. 
These Catholics had already been warned of what was in store for 
them: in 1780 Orthodox pastors were nominated for Eastern rite 
Catholic parishes; in 1794 it was declared a crime to belong to the 
Eastern rite church; and in the last two years of Catherine’s reign, 
1794-1796, 2,600 parishes had been closed, as well as 50 monasteries. 
During Catherine’s “enlightened reign" about 1,000,000 Byzantine 
Slavonic Cathohcs joined the Orthodox church; in fact, ever since 
the Second Partition every fierce pressure was used—moral and 
physical force, as well as police activity—to bring these Catholics 
into the Orthodox fold. After the Third Partition, when “conversion" 
was pressed with renewed energy, the Greek Catholic metropolitan, 
Theodosius Rostocki (1788-1805), bishop of Kiev and Halicz, went 
to St. Petersburg to protest, but he was merely forbidden to return 
to his see. Finally, in September, 1795, Catherine abolished the 
metropolitan see and its three other Byzantine-Slavonic dioceses, 
allowing only the archbishopric of Polock to exist and to serve these 
millions of Eastern rite Cathohcs incorporated into the Russian 
Empire. This archdiocese, almost infinite in extent and impossible to 
administer, was probably made so dehberately, in order that East¬ 
ern Cathohcism would die of neglect. Persuasion, prison, exile, and 
death formed the techniques of religious propaganda. In order to 
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strip the Byzantine-Slavonic Church of its economic power, Cath¬ 
erine plundered the monastic and episcopal properties to enrich her 
favorites and their families. For a while, however, the Church was 
spared, because, by a kindly providence, Catherine died in Novem¬ 
ber, 1796. 


Paul I (1796-1801) 

Catherine was succeeded by Paul I and, as in other matters, he 
began to make changes in the governmental structure and policy 
insofar as they affected Catholics. On February 26,1797, an imperial 
ukaz had instituted in the College of Justice a separate department 
for Roman Catholic affairs, to which matrimonial cases as well as 
disciplinary clerical cases were to be sent as the court of second 
instance. The final court of appeal was to be the senate. The Roman 
Catholic department was to consist of six members—tliree clerical 
and three lay—under the chairmanship of General iLobarzewski, 
and the oflBcial language was to be Russian. After protests by 
Archbishop Siestrzencewicz, motivated perhaps by his resentment 
of having his own authority circumscribed, Paul, by an ukaz of 
February 6, 1798, and another of February 15, 1798, separated the 
department for Roman Catholic affairs entirely from the College of 
Justice and made the archbishop its president. Besides Archbishop 
Siestrzencewicz the department consisted of a vice-president, three 
clerical members, three lay members, a procurator, and two 
secretaries. 

The comphcations in tlie Catholic Church in Russia, originating 
largely because of Catherine’s independent action, required the 
intervention of papal authority. Even before the death of Catherine, 
as early as February 3, 1796, Cardinal Ignazio Busca, the papal 
secretary of state, had expressed to Lorenzo Litta (1794-1796), tlie 
nuncio at Warsaw, Pius VTs desire to send a minister to the court 
of St. Petersburg and had ordered him to open negotiations to this 
end. By March 22, 1796, Catherine had agreed in principle to a 
diplomatic mission from Rome to St. Petersburg; and her death 
did not prevent the consummation of an agreement, for Paul I also 
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agreed to the papal mission. Archbishop Lorenzo Litta, who had 
arrived as nuncio in Warsaw on March 24, 1794, was chosen the 
nuncio to the imperial court at St. Petersburg. The objective of his 
mission was to organize the Catholic Church in the former Polish 
territories, to install bishops where they were needed and, above 
all, to protect the Byzantine-Slavonic Catholics who were most in 
danger. 

Thanks to Archbishop Litta’s skill as a diplomat, during his stay 
in St. Petersburg he was able to reconstitute the Latin and 
Byzan tin e-Slavonic Catholic hierarchies. By virtue of an ukaz of 
April 28, 1798, the Latin hierarchy was headed by the archbishop 
of Mohylew, whose metropolitanate included the dioceses of Wilno, 
Samogitia, Luck, Kamieniec-Podolski, and the new diocese of Minsk. 
Each bishop, besides receiving an auxihary, was also given a con- 
sistor)^ to aid him. An appeal from the consistory’s judgments could 
be made to the department of Roman Catholic affairs, then to the 
senate, and finally to the emperor. This arrangement, undoubtedly, 
circumscribed the authority of the bishops and allowed for tlie 
interference of a lay, and non-Catholic, authority in ecclesiastical 
matters. The archbishop was allowed to reside in Mohylew, St. 
Petersburg, or in Kiev, and he had three auxiliaries: one at Mohylew, 
one at Polock, and one at Kiev. 

The emperor also re-established the Byzantine-Slavonic Cathohe 
hierarchy. The archdiocese of Polock, under Archbishop Lisowski, 
remained; and it was to minister to the Catholics of Belorussia. The 
diocese of Minsk, whose ordinary was to be Bishop Arsenins 
Gloniewski, included the guberniias of Lithuania and Minsk. 
Finally, the bishop of Luck was to be Stephen Lewihski. 

On July 27, 1798, Archbishop Litta gave these imperial arrange¬ 
ments their canonical legitimization by publishing the Acts that 
systematized the ecclesiastical situation in Russia. The nuncio did 
not, however, grant to the archbishop of Mohylew the authority he 
desired over the Byzantine-Slavonic Catholic bishops of Russia, for 
the nuncio wished to preserve their independence. 

Although Archbishop Litta was forced to leave Russia on April 
29, 1799, mainly because of his involvement in the unfortunate, and 
somewhat ludicrous, affair of the Knights of Malta, the work he 
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accomplished in reorganizing the hierarchy was not inconsiderable, 
for it endured basically in the form he gave it until its destruction 
by the Bolsheviks in the twentieth century. While due credit must 
be given to the nuncio for his diplomatic skill, Paul I—so often repre¬ 
sented as tyrannical and unfair—must be commended for having 
made a fair settlement with the Latin and Eastern rite Catholics of 
Russia, as fair indeed as both groups were to see for many a day. 


Alexander I (1801-1825) 

With Alexander I, successor of Emperor Paul, a new spirit entered 
into government circles—rumors of reform, constitutionalism, toler¬ 
ance. But all these tendencies collided with Alexander’s determina¬ 
tion to preserve intact his autocratic power within Russia. 

Since Alexander was so much interested in problems of political 
reform, it is not surprising that he undertook to reform the relations 
of the Roman Catholic Church with the government. On July 16, 
1801, he appointed a special committee to examine the decrees of 
Catherine II since the year 1795 and those of Paul I from 1798 to 
1800, and then to recommend a basic law for the religious affairs 
of the Empire. For the Catholics this was to mean that in adminis¬ 
trative matters they were to be free of every foreign influence. On 
August 13, 1801, the committee presented to the imperial senate a 
project for the administration of the Roman Catholic Church. After 
corrections by the senate, Alexander approved the plan with an 
ukaz of November 13, 1801. 

The decree itself abolished the department of Roman Catholic 
affairs and created the Roman Cathohc College, a department of 
government, which preserved the old Petrine terminology, even 
when Alexander was abolishing other colleges or boards in favor 
of ministries. 

The first article described the College as an ecclesiastical court, 
made up of lay and clerical personnel, to deal with matters in 
consonance with civil law. Enigmatically, the article provided that 
purely spiritual matters, dogmatic or canonical, should remain 
within jurisdiction of the consistories, and finally within the jurisdic- 



The Historical Background 13 

tion of the chief consistory or Ecclesiastical College. This article 
is hardly a model of clarity. 

Article Two prescribed the structure of the College. The leading 
member was, of course, the archbishop of Mohylew; the other 
members were one bishop and one mitred prelate. The College 
nominated two candidates for each post, the choice to be made by 
the senate. Beyond this it was also to have six assessors, elected for 
three years by the chapters of the Latin dioceses from among the 
canons or the prelates. 

The third article instructed the College to proceed according to 
the laws of the Church, but at the same time to respect the imperial 
decrees, and, by virtue of its oath of fidehty, to protect the auto¬ 
cratic power and the interests of the monarchy. 

According to the fourth article, complaints against bishops or 
appeals from the decisions of the diocesan consistories were to be 
sent to the College. In matrimonial cases—whether of divorce or 
nuUity—requiring two concurring judgments, after one diocese had 
submitted its judgment the College was to send the case to the 
consistory of another diocese. If the first and second decisions con¬ 
curred, then the decision was final; but if the two judgments differed, 
then the College itself would make the final and binding decision. 

In the fifth article the relations of rehgious with their superiors 
were regulated. Religious were permitted to have provincials, but 
these provincials were forbidden to have dealings with superiors 
general or any other authorities beyond the frontiers of Russia. 

The sixth article forbade bishops to hold a benefice in their own 
or in another diocese; nor could anyone hold more than one parish. 
The College and the senate presented for imperial confirmation 
candidates for abbots, suffragan bishops and mitred prelates. 

The immovable property and capital funds of monasteries and 
churches were to be preserved in their entirety and without damage, 
the same as government property, according to Article Seven. 
Buildings and foundations belonging to monasteries, destined for 
use as seminaries, schools, or orphanages, were to be used for that 
purpose. These buildings, as well as homes in which ecclesiastical 
persons hved, were free from any attachment. 

The last article obliged the Ecclesiastical College to obtain exhaus- 
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tive information from diocesan bishops on monasteries, churches, 
the clergy, ecclesiastical and clerical property, and any important 
events. The College must decide problems and affairs in accordance 
with canon law, the present decree, and the imperial laws. 

Besides the archbishop, bishop, mitred prelate, and the six asses¬ 
sors, the College was to have a procurator, two secretaries, one 
interpreter, one executor, and several clerks. The College’s budget 
was 18,500 rubles. 

From a canonical \de\\^oint, Alexanders decree was just as 
offensive as the arrangements of Catherine and Paul; for by draw¬ 
ing an extremely fine distinction between the spiritual and temporal, 
it enabled the government to interfere in exclusively ecclesiastical 
problems, e.g., matrimonial cases, relations between bishops and 
rehgious orders, and monastic elections. Moreover, since the Roman 
Catholic Ecclesiastical College was the exclusive product of ci\dl 
authority, the Roman Cathohc central authority could not counte¬ 
nance it. Finally, the Ecclesiastical College usurped authority over 
the Byzantine-Slavonic Cathohcs, who were made subject to it, 
even though they had no representative in it. Eventually, a Greek 
Cathohc department was estabhshed. 

The responsibihty of the College was vast, even if only the num¬ 
ber of Latin Cathohcs be considered. In 1801 there were in Russia 
six dioceses, including the archdiocese of Mohylew; 1,710 secular 
priests of Latin rite; 3,094 male rehgious in 318 monasteries and 
rehgious houses; 569 rehgious women who hved in 80 convents; 
and 1,639,854 faithful over fourteen years of age. There were 845 
churches. 

By the time of Alexander s death (1825), the basic organization of 
the Church had been set. Beyond tlie basic hierarchical organization, 
the Ecclesiastical Cohege—that institution destined to be a sign of 
contradiction in relations with Rome until the second half of the 
century—had been estabhshed. Until tlie 1870’s, the College re¬ 
mained the chief instrument of imperial government and control 
over the Cathohc Chinrch. In the Roman Cathohc Church, great 
harm had been done to it by its oum archbishop who consistently 
displayed his willingness to subject the Church to governmental 
control; and in his attitude toward the Eastern rite Cathohcs, con- 
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vinced though he may have been that the ultimate policy of the 
Russian government was absorption of that church into the Ortho¬ 
dox, he showed imprudence in his efiForts to win control over that 
imperilled church and succeeded only in ahenating its chief 
hierarch. 

A year after the Decembrist disturbances, Archbishop Siestrzen- 
cewicz died (December 1, 1826), ending a stormy, but in many 
ways distinguished, career. A man of high intelligence, he was a 
prelate of the Enlightenment and a member of; the St. Petersburg 
Academy of Sciences; the Warsaw Society of the Friends of Science, 
honored by the universities of Cracow, Wilno, and Moscow; the St. 
Petersburg Academy of Medicine, as well as the London Agricultural 
Society. He was also something of an authority on the archeology of 
the Crimea. Besides these scientific pursuits, the archbishop showed 
himself beneficent and generous. At his own expense he built the 
church of St. Stanislas in St. Petersburg and another in Malatycze. 
He estabhshed scholarship funds for fifteen Belorussian boys, and 
four for girls. 

For all his personal accomplishments, however, from the view¬ 
point of the Catholic Church and its center in Rome his pohcy 
proved to be unfortunate. His subjection to the civil authority and 
his ambition for the cardinalate or even a patriarchate of sorts 
caused him to follow a course that did not conform to the canonical 
regulations of his church or to the desires of the papacy—a papacy 
which was in straitened circumstances during the Napoleonic times. 
He was, in short, typical of the humane, but vain and worldly, 
bishop of the Polish Enlightenment. 


Nicholas I (1825-1855) 

Under Nicholas I the policy of Catherine I, in guarding the autoc¬ 
racy and preserving the territorial acquisitions from Poland by 
extending Orthodoxy in those lands, received an added impetus 
from the developing nationalism of Nicholas' reign. His attack on 
Catholicism was an indirect attack on the Pohsh character of the 
Borderlands. By destroying the religious support of national feeling 
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and by eliminating the social and economic base of religious 
strength in the Borderlands, Nicholas hoped to integrate the peoples 
into a Russified and unified state—at whose head stood the Ortho¬ 
dox autocrat, head of both Church and State. The likeliest element 
for the process of assimilation was the Greek Catholic Church, 
whose liturgical rites were quite similar to those of the Orthodox 
churches, except in certain usages where Roman Catholic influence 
had remained strong—as in the building of multialtared chmches 
and the ringing of bells during mass. These ‘Xatinisms,” as they 
are sometimes contemptuously called, were approved by the Sjmod 
of Zamosc in 1720, which looked upon them as developments, 
legitimate and desirable, resulting from a lively cultiural contact 
with the Latin rite within the boundaries of the Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth. It was, therefore, against the Byzantine-Slavonic 
Catholic Church that Nicholas directed his destructive action. 

Since the Basilians were so numerous and powerful, it is no 
wonder that Nicholas’ first blow should strike that cradle of bishops. 
Through his ukaz of October 9, 1827, Nicholas forbade the Basilians 
to accept new candidates from among Latin Catholics. Although 
the Ecclesiastical College had already in Alexander’s reign forbidden 
the Basilians to accept Latin Catholics as candidates, the Eastern 
rite Catholic Bishop Josaphat Bulhak had requested this ban to be 
lifted; and it had been lifted at a meeting of both departments, so 
that the Basilians again supplemented their ranks with Latins. 
Indeed, the bishops themselves admitted that unless the Basilian 
ranks were strengthened with candidates from the Latins, it would 
prove impossible to continue the Order’s extensive works. 

The final steps toward Nicholas’ destruction of that church began 
on January 1,1837, when he ordered the overprocurator of the Holy 
Synod to assume control of Greek Catholic ecclesiastical affairs with 
the same rights and privileges that the minister of the interior had 
formerly exercised over that unhappy church. This was only a 
temporary measure, for on March 17, 1839, Nicholas subjected the 
Greek Catholic Ecclesiastical College to the Orthodox Holy S)mod. 

To consummate this work, only the consent of the church’s hier¬ 
archy and clergy would suflBce, but Metropolitan Bulhak remained 
loyal to the Catholic Church until his death in the late autumn of 
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1838. Freed then from the moral force of the metropolitan’s loyalty, 
four clerics published their transfer to the Orthodox Church on 
February 12, 1839. The Act of Polock proclaimed that the Union of 
Brest was but the result of astute policy by the “one-time” Com¬ 
monwealth of Poland and of the pressure of the Latin clergy, who 
would not endure the Russian nationality. The clergy who signed 
the act declared themselves an indivisible part of the Russian nation 
and rejoiced to call themselves Russians. 

By an ukaz of June 23, 1839, the emperor crowned the years of 
effort by finally incorporating the Byzantine-SIavonic Catholic 
Church into the Eastern Orthodox All-Russian Church, thus under¬ 
scoring the nationalist character of the whole process. From that 
time on, the Eastern rite of the Catholic Church ceased to exist in 
the Russian Empire, except for Chelm in the Kingdom of Poland, 
and the Catholic Church lost more than 1,500,000 members. 

The finishing touch to the organizational unification of the one¬ 
time Byzantine-SIavonic Cathohc Church came in 1843 and again 
in 1847. In 1843, the Ecclesiastical College of Belorussia and Lithu¬ 
ania was then declared suppressed; and in 1847 the archives of 
the “Greek Catholic” College and those of the metropolitans were 
incorporated into the archives of the Holy Synod. Thus, the last 
traces of the Byzantine-SIavonic rite disappeared so to speak, and 
a stillness settled over the surface; but beneath the surface are the 
long decades marked by martyrdom and acts of unsung heroism— 
the end of which is not yet in sight. 

Important for the future of the Latin church was the destruction 
of monasteries that went on in Russian territories. As early as 1832 
the orders had been subjected to episcopal rule; but when the gov¬ 
ernment discovered that the bishops were protecting the orders, 
Nicholas’ ukaz of December 16, 1842, was even then restricting the 
activity of religious to purely religious duties within the church. 

The government waged a much more effective campaign against 
the religious orders by the simple process of confiscating and closing 
the monasteries and convents. At the time of Arezzo’s mission to 
Russia in 1803-1804, there were 323 Latin monasteries in the Cath¬ 
olic archdiocese and dioceses, not counting the 83 monasteries of 
the Basilians of the Greek Catholic church. By 1847 only 72 monas- 
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teries for men remained. Of the 40 women s convents for Latin 
nuns only 34 still existed in 1846. 

Irrespective of the Concordat of 1847, the monasteries of the 
Dominicans, Franciscans, Bemardines, Carmelites, Trinitarians, 
Piarists, and Marian Sisters were confiscated in 1850. In tliat same 
year a convent of Benedictine nuns was closed. So the march went 
on—in spite of petitions, negotiations, and agreements. 

A more sophisticated attempt to win control over the Latin 
church by negotiation suggested itself during the tenure of that 
subservient prelate, Martin Laski, whom the government expected to 
co-operate in its plans. The Russian government, therefore, advised 
its representative in Rome, Count Charles Nesselrode, to study the 
situation, especially in view of the accession of a new pope, Pius IX 
(1846-1878). Nesselrode’s conversations with Cardinal Luigi Lam- 
bruschini and Cardinal Giovanni Corboli-Bussi resulted in a memo¬ 
randum which he presented to the government and to it was added 
a document, the work of Cardinal Corboli, which detailed the posi¬ 
tion of the Holy See. To study and investigate the situation, Nicholas 
convoked a special committee, composed of the minister of the 
interior, Leo Aleksevich Perovskii; Count Charles Nesselrode; Count 
Alexis Orlov; Count Paul Kiselev; Count Sergei Uvarov; Count 
Dmitrii Bludov, and Privy Councillor Turkul, the state secretary 
for Pohsh affairs. The committee met seven times: March 27, April 
10-13, April 28, and July 13, 1846. The result of all these discussions 
was the decision to open negotiations with the Holy See in order 
to conclude a concordat. Negotiations, protracted over a year, 
achieved this much desired result and led to expectations that the 
position of tlie Church would be eased somewhat in Orthodox 
Russia. The concordat—signed in Rome on August 3, 1847, by 
Cardinal Lambruschini on behalf of the Holy See and by Count 
Bludov and A. Butenev on behalf of the Russian government- 
regulated several important problems. A new delimitation of dioc¬ 
esan boundaries was effected, which brought the ecclesiastical 
divisions into line with the civil administration. The archdiocese of 
Mohylew was divided into seven dioceses, the new one being the 
diocese of Kherson. The diocese of Wilno included, according to 
the concordat, the guberniias of Wilno and Grodno; that of Samo- 
gitia the guberniias of Kowmo and Curland; that of Minsk the 





19 


The Historical Background 

gubemiias of Minsk, that of Luck-2ytomierz the guberniias of Kiev 
and Wolyh; that of Kamieniec-Podolski the guberniia of Podole; that 
of Kherson the guberniias of Astrakhan, Bessarabia, Kherson, Eka- 
terinoslav, Saratov, Taurida, and the Caucasus; that of Mohylew the 
other guberniias of the Empire—Finland, Turkestan, and Siberia. 
The new diocese of Kherson was to have an auxiliary residing in 
Saratov, where the seminary would also be located. The Catholics 
of Armenian rite would be subject to the bishops of Kherson and 
Kamieniec-Podolski until Armenian bishops were appointed. 

In the administrative structure, the Church achieved some im¬ 
provement. The bishop was to be recognized as the only judge and 
adminstrator in the diocese, although the consistory would be per¬ 
mitted to consider certain matters; and the seminaries were to 
become completely dependent on tlie bishops, who after consulting 
with the government had the final say over candidates and the 
appointment and removal of professors. The archbishop of Mohylew 
remained in supreme charge of the Theological Academy in St. 
Petersburg, and he named the rector, the inspector, and the pro¬ 
fessors of the Academy after consulting with the government and 
obtaining the opinion of the Academy’s senate. 

The bishops were to name pastors after coming to an understand¬ 
ing with the government. Moreover, churches could be freely re¬ 
stored, or even new ones built, whether from the funds of societies 
or individuals. 

One of the provisions of the concordat that was soon filled was 
the erection af a new diocese, even though the title of the diocese 
was changed. In place of the diocese of Kherson, envisioned by the 
concordat, the diocese of Tiraspol with residence at Saratov was 
established in 1848. Its head was to be one of the bishops of the 
province of Mohylew, and his jurisdiction included the guberniias 
of Saratov, Samara, Kherson, Ekaterinoslav, Taurida, and Bess¬ 
arabia, an area of 462,504 square miles. The origin of the Catholic 
settlements in the region goes back to the policy of Catherine II, 
who invited foreign settlers to fill and populate the regions along the 
Black Sea and the Volga. In her decree of July 22, 1763, the empress 
guaranteed the free exercise of religion, allowing the settlers to 
build churches with bell towers; but the construction of monasteries 
was forbidden. The first bishop of Tiraspol was Ferdinand Kahn, a 
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Dominican, who was installed in 1850; his auxihary was Bishop 
Vincent Lipsld. The new diocese represented a real patchwork 
of nationalities: Russians, Poles, Armenians, Kirghiz, Circassians, 
Ossetins, Daghestanis, Germans, French, and Italian. 

In spite of the very substantial agreement, serious problems 
remained unsettled, as indicated by Pius IX in a secret consistory of 
July 3, 1848. These included: freedom of communication with the 
Holy See; return of confiscated church and monastic property; the 
removal of the government secretary in the diocesan consistory, 
where he acted as a government spy; revocation of the law which 
forbade priests to bless mixed marriages; freedom of ecclesiastical 
courts in matrimonial cases; reform of the laws determining the 
conditions for entry into rehgious orders; removal of the ukaz 
forbidding rehgious to conduct schools; the restoration of the oflBce 
of provincial for rehgious orders; revocation of the law which for¬ 
bade conversion to Cathohcism; and terminating the persecution of 
Eastern rite Cathohcs. Indeed, the condition of the Byzantine- 
Slavonic Church had not even been considered in the concordat. 
Still, Pius IX did not forget their phght, for in a letter to the arch¬ 
bishop of Mohylew and his sufiFragans he reminded them that East¬ 
ern rite Cathohcs were subject to the care and jurisdiction of the 
Latin bishop in whose diocese they happened to be. The bishop, he 
\^TOte, was bound to provide, if possible, priests who would care 
for the faithful according to their own rite; and he also ordered 
them to minister industriously and with alacrity to their spiritual 
needs, as well as do all they could to preserv^e the dignity of the 
Eastern rite. Thus did Pius react to the prohibitions of the tsar, 
who attempted to prevent the Latin clergy from helping the Byzan- 
tine-Slavonic Cathohcs. But, unfortunately, the efforts of the pope 
found httle support in the archbishops of Mohylew at this period, 
except for the extraordinary figures Monsignor FelLx Szczyt and 
Archbishop Ignatius Golowihski (I85I-I855). 

Alexander II (I855-I88I) 

With the mihtary defeat of the 1863 Pohsh rebeUion, vengeance fell 
heavily on the Cathohcs both in Poland and in the northwestern 
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provinces of Russia. In the northwest, Michael Muravev, the gov¬ 
ernor of Lithuania, distinguished himself by his fanatical cruelty, 
while in Poland the tsar himself undertook the repression. Alex¬ 
anders interference with the hierarchical organization knew no 
bounds. In 1865 the diocese of Kamieniec-Podolski was abolished 
and in 1869 the diocese of Minsk suflFered the same fate. Between 
1831 and 1863 in the Minsk guberniia alone, 146 churches and 
chapels were closed. These aggressions did not go unanswered; for 
as early as October 2, 1866, Pius IX in a consistory of cardinals 
described the sufferings of the Catholic Church in Poland and 
Russia. In the same allocution he announced an imminent exposi¬ 
tion of the persecution in Russia. Alexander was not slow to react; 
by an ukaz of November 22, 1866, he unilaterally revoked the Con¬ 
cordat of 1847 and declared relations broken between Russia and 
the papacy. 

According to the imperial ukaz of May 10, 1867, the affairs of all 
Roman Catholics, clerical and lay, requiring the decision of the 
Holy See, were to be sent to the Ecclesiastical College. The Roman 
Catholics of Poland were included in this prescription. All the 
bishops of the Kingdom and Empire, including the archbishop of 
Mohylew, were obliged to have recourse to the Ecclesiastical Col¬ 
lege. The archdiocese was under the rule of an administrator. 
Bishop Joseph Staniewski (1863-1871). 

If the Ecclesiastical College decided that the matter must indeed 
be submitted to the pope, then the president of the college would 
proceed to contact the pope in the most convenient manner. 

After the decision had been made by the pope and returned to 
the president of the College, the president must submit all the docu¬ 
ments in the case to the minister of internal affairs; and only after 
he had judged that there was nothing in the decision contrary to 
the laws of the Empire, would the decision be executed. 

Clerics named to the metropohtanate or to a bishopric were 
obliged to proceed in the same way in order to obtain canonical 
establishment by the pope; and diocesan ordinaries had to use the 
same procedure to obtain approval of suffragans. 

No act, brief, bull, instruction, or papal decision had any legal 
effect within the Empue or the Kingdom, unless it had been proc- 
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essed in the manner prescribed by law. Ignoring this law would 
make an individual liable to legal penalties. 

The purpose of the decree was to hobble the Catholic Church in 
Russia and Poland as much as possible. It more effectively subjected 
the church of Poland to the Russian government in St. Petersburg, 
thus eliminating its separate organization as a reminder of an inde¬ 
pendent national existence. Finally, the decree contained within it 
the elements of a completely schismatic church, for the connection 
maintained with Rome was of the most tenuous kind. That it should 
provoke a decisive conflict on the problem of the Ecclesiastical Col¬ 
lege was not to be doubted; for Pius IX was cut from other cloth 
than was Gregory XVI. 

On October 17, 1867, Pius IX issued an encyclical, Levate, 
wherein he formally and solemnly condemned the Ecclesiastical 
College, and he also forbade the bishops to take part in its activities. 
When news of the pope’s stand finally reached them, Bishops 
Kasper Borowski, Zygmunt Felihski, Anthony Fijalkowski, Stanislas 
Krasinski, Ladislas Lubehski, and Vincent Popiel were exiled 
because of their attitude toward the condemned institution; but 
Bishop Staniewski continued to preside over the College. 

The strong reaction of the papacy, the resistance of a few heroic 
bishops, and the unpleasant impression created in the foreign press 
persuaded the Russian government to come to an understanding 
with the pope. From the papal viewpoint negotiations issued suc¬ 
cessfully: vacant bishoprics were filled in Poland, the exiles were 
returned, and Bishop Fijalkowski became the archbishop of Mohy- 
lew (1872-1883). In agreement with the papacy, on March 9, 1873, 
Alexander II transferred the chapter and consistory of Mohylew to 
St. Petersburg and ordered a cathedral to be built there. 

The negotiations also dealt with the question of the Ecclesiastical 
College, the Roman authorities demanding either the abolition of 
the institution or its reform according to canon law. In 1873 the 
Russian government declared that it was prepared to reform the 
College and remove from its structure all that the Holy See found 
objectionable. The College was to lose all judicial power and 
become a purely administrative body. A congregation of cardinals 
meeting in Rome on December 15, 1873, agreed that, with reform in 
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the sense suggested, the College could be tolerated; but in order to 
clarify its “administrative” function, the cardinals insisted on remov¬ 
ing from the jurisdiction of the College any spiritual matters as well 
as any ecclesiastical disciplinary action. On December 19 the pope 
confirmed the cardinals’ decision, and finally the Holy OflBce also 
added its approval on August 26, 1874. 

For the Russian government, Alexanders ukaz of February 18, 
1875, announced that the College had ceased to be the intermediary 
between Catholics in Russia and the Holy See, and that its jurisdic¬ 
tion in matrimonial cases had ceased. With this the College ceased 
to be an uncanonical institution, and the bishops were permitted to 
take part in its activities. In spite of occasional transgressions beyond 
the hmits of its competence, the College continued to exist until 
1917; however, it declined in importance once it had been limited 
only to administrative matters, and the matrimonial and disciplinary 
actions had been removed from its jurisdiction. Its last reorganiza¬ 
tion in 1901 is testimony to its decline in importance. 

As diflBcult as relations between Catholics and the government 
usually were, the Russian government did not hesitate to attack 
church services. The minister of internal affairs, P. A. Timashev, in a 
circular of January 20, 1868, requested the Ecclesiastical College to 
sound out the diocesan authorities for their views on the introduc¬ 
tion of the Russian language into the supplementary services; but 
ecclesiastical administrators rejected the idea and the College added 
that if any language were to replace Polish, it must be Latin. The 
College based its rejection of Russian for church services on (1) the 
bulls of Pius V, Clement VIII, Paul V, and Urban VIII, which imder 
the gravest penalties had enjoined the very words of the ritual to be 
used; (2) on the Church’s principle that there should be no innova¬ 
tions; and (3) on the fact that the use of the Russian language 
would create the impression that a change of rehgious allegiance was 
contemplated. 

In spite of the College’s negative attitude, the tsar, by an ukaz of 
December 25, 1869, permitted the use of Russian where the needs 
and desires of the faithful required it; then Timashev ordered the 
College to transmit this decree to the diocesan authorities that were 
to be responsible for its implementation. 
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So strong was the resistance—both locally and in Rome—to this 
move, that in 1877 the newly restored diplomatic relations were 
once again broken oflF; and although there were continual negotia- I 

tions even until 1882, full diplomatic relations were not restored. 

Nor did the Russian government relent in its drive to introduce 
Russian into the supplementary Catholic service. Indeed, it afforded 
only an excuse to continue the persecution that had really been 
unabated from 1863, and a struggle raged over the problem of 1 

language. Archbishop Alexander Gintowt (1883-1889) resisted, ' 

weakened, resisted, and occasionally gave way; on May 13, 1884, he j 

categorically forbade the clergy to introduce Russian. The arch- i 

bishop tried to negotiate, reason and persuade, but to no avail; and , | 

by 1884 there were thirty-foin: vacant pastorates, in which the Rus- i 

sian language had been introduced. Threatened with the closing of j 

churches if he did not fill the pastoral positions with clergy willing ^ || 

to follow governmental policy, the archbishop felt he had to give i.l 

way. Even so, he managed to outmaneuver the government some- 
what for he sent excellent priests to the Minsk guherniia, whom he i 

ordered to minister also to the Russified parishes, just as they 
administered their own pastorates which had not submitted to tlie |l 

new ritual. However, the government soon saw through this maneu- 
ver and began to close the churches. The governor of the Minsk I 

gubemiia. Prince Turbetskoi, closed eighteen churches. f | 

The Edict of Toleration, 1905 

Even though the edict of toleration appeared only in April 1905, the 
pressure of events had already produced some adjustments in the 
government’s attitude toward the Church. Archbishop Boleslas 
Klopotowski hardly assumed control of the archdiocese of Mohylew 
when he received from Cardinal Mariano Rampolla, the papal 
secretary of state, an important letter informing him that in virtue " 

of an agreement between the Apostolic See and the imperial Rus- Ej 

sian government on April 2, 1897, the archbishop was to fill the jj ] 

parochial pastorates in the diocese of Minsk, left vacant because of 
the conflict over the use of the Russian language in the church • 

services. The condition attached was that these priests should admin- 1 
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ister the sacraments and exercise their ministry in church using only 
Latin. The cardinal assured the metropolitan that he had no reason 
to fear opposition from the government; but if difBculties arose, the 
Apostolic See would undertake to settle them. A letter from the 
pope in 1902 further clarified the line of conduct to be followed: first 
of all, the pastors of the parishes in dispute were to abstain from 
preaching any sermons at all, until a new settlement could be 
reached; secondly, lest the faithful be deprived of religious instruc¬ 
tion, the pastors should assemble the people in church other than the 
time of liturgical services and explain the catechism in the language 
to which the Catholics of the area were accustomed. 

However, with the breath of revolution abroad in the land, the 
decree of religious toleration finally appeared on April 17, 1905. 
Besides religious toleration, the law declared that anyone could 
leave the Orthodox Church without loss of rights and without 
penalties. The law also provided that should parents change from 
one faith to another, their children under fourteen years of age 
would also adopt the new faitli; but if one of the parents remained 
in the old faith, the younger children were also to stay in the original 
faith. On the other hand, children of fourteen years or over were 
not to leave their faith until the age of twenty-one, even should 
their parents do so. 

Among the most striking effects of the edict of toleration was that 
it opened the gates for a return of many so-called schismatics, 
namely Byzantine-Slavonic, who had preserved their Catholic alle¬ 
giance since 1839, or in Chelm since 1875. This marvelous work of 
preservation owed much to the courage of the clergy, and after 1875 
to the work of the Jesuits from beyond the frontiers of the Russian 
Empire who penetrated that empire in disguise, as merchants for 
instance, and ministered secretly to the Catholics; but above all, this 
rush into the Catholic Church testified to the courage and persever¬ 
ance of the people, some of whom had preserved their faith and 
refused to enter the Orthodox Church, being thus without ministra¬ 
tions of priests for over twenty years. As to the numbers that 
returned to the Church, even Orthodox sources admitted that 
between 1905 and 1909 a total of 233,000 persons left the Orthodox 
faith to join the Catholic Church. 
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The edict also opened the way for episcopal visitations in all the 
dioceses. The most spectacular visitation was the journey of Bishop 
John Cieplak through all of Siberia to Sakhalin, where he \isited the 
Catholic settlements peopled by those who had been attracted to 
promises of land in Siberia. 

Another extraordinary development in the history of the Catholic 
Church which the edict permitted was the organization of a Russian 
Catholic Church, not a resurrection of the Union of Brest but a new 
creation—a truly Russian Catholic Church of Eastern rite. As early 
as 1896, Father Alexis Zerchaninov, a priest in the Orthodox Church, 
recognized the Catholic Church as the true church, and for his con¬ 
victions spent the years 1898 to 1901 in prison. Some Orthodox 
priests followed him openly into Catholicism, while others, having 
secretly acceded to the Catholic Church, continued to function in 
the Orthodox Church. After the edict of toleration. Father Zer¬ 
chaninov opened a small chapel in St. Petersburg in 1908. In the 
year 1910, Pius X placed these new Eastern rite Catholics under the 
jurisdiction of Metropolitan Andrew Szeptycld, the Ukranian Catho¬ 
lic archbishop of Lw6w; those who secretly remained in the 
Orthodox Church were imder the jurisdiction of the Latin arch¬ 
bishop of Mohylew. Moreover, the great reforming minister, Peter 
Stolypin (1863-1911), gave legal recognition to this church on 
April 17, 1911. 

Under the favorable atmosphere of this early springtime of 
Catholicism in Russia, literary activities began. Father John Dejbner, 
active in the Russian Eastern Rite Catholic Church, began in 1910 
to publish an excellent journal, Slovo Istiny (The Word of Truth), 
drawing on the ideology of Soloviev. Father Anthony Okolo-Kulak, 
destined for distinguished service to the Cathohc Church in Russia 
during its most turbulent times, published in Russia Vera i Zhizn 
(Faith and Life), a journal \vith an apologistic and ascetic character. 
Father John Urban, a Jesuit, published a scholarly-t)^e monthly, 
Katolicheskoe Obozrenie (The Catholic Review), but only a few 
numbers appeared. Although its circulation was not great, its quality 
was excellent. However, that there were problems is seen from the 
career of Edward Ropp, who had become bishop of Wilno in 1903. 
He was many-sided in his activities: he supported the Catholic 
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press, defended priests who were persecuted by the government, 
and he opposed socialism. On February 7, 1906, he also founded the 
Constitutional Catholic Party, whose program demanded freedom 
of communication between bishops and the Holy See; diocesan rule 
according to canon law; recognition of ecclesiastical courts; intro¬ 
duction of religious orders, brotherhoods and religious societies; 
adequate salaries for the clergy; suppression of the Ecclesiastical 
College; a free hand for the bishops in educating their clergy; and 
exemption of Catholics from taxes for the support of the Orthodox 
Church. So great was Wilno’s confidence in its bishop that the 
electorate sent him to the duma as its deputy. But his activity 
eventually led to his exile by administrative sentence on October 
5, 1907. His most serious "offenses"' in the government's eyes were 
first of all, his organization of the Catholic Constitutional Party; 
secondly, his ignoring of the Russification policy of the tsarist govern¬ 
ment; thirdly, his signing with forty-nine other duma delegates of 
a declaration on freedom of conscience and religion; and lastly, his 
nationalist activity in ‘Tolonizing" the Lithuanians and Belorussians 
in the northwestern regions of Russia. For these "crimes" he spent 
ten years in exile until his recall by the Provisional Government.^ 

With the beginning of the world war in 1914, great changes were 
in store for Europe—changes little suspected by the leaders of 
nations as they embarked on what for many proved their last 
adventure. For the Catholic Church, an era was coming to an end. 
Having been a carrier of Western European ideas, it had accom¬ 
plished a historic task, for whatever disasters or whatever successes 
were in store for it, the Catholic Church in Russia had become too 
large to be easily wiped out, even though its hierarchy should dis¬ 
appear. This meant, too, that whatever government should appear 
in Russia, it would have to deal with a Western-oriented institution, 
whose supreme head was beyond the reach of the government. 
Whether this boded good or ill remained to be seen. 

Socially, the most significant change in the structure of the 
Catholic Church was that it had ceased to be an exclusively Polish 
institution, even though it remained as yet predominantly so. This 

^ Jan Wasilewski, Arcyhiskupi i administratorowie archidyecezji mohylowskief 
(Pinsk, 1930), pp. 178-180. 
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meant that the Church could no longer be condemned as a foreign 
body, because it had become a part of Russian society, whether 
through its members who belonged to the Latin rite or those who 
belonged to the newly organized Russian Cathohc Church of the 
Byzantine rite. 

Other changes, less blessed, had also been wrought in the nine¬ 
teenth-century history of the Catholic Church. Numerically, its 
strength had not increased. The government had practically annihi¬ 
lated Catholic monastic institutions and monastic life. The Byzan¬ 
tine Slavonic Catholics did not have an organized existence in 
Russia since 1839, and the same 200,000 that returned to the 
Catholic Church in 1905 were a tragic reminder of the glory that 
had departed. For Catholics, the sheer physical means of worship 
had been destroyed, as hundreds of churches had been closed. Thus 
in this weakened state, the Catholic Church had to face the future. 

What this future was to be, mercifully no one knew. The war, of 
course, prevented the quiet work of restoration, so desperately 
needed. Nor was there to be time for the Church to undertake the 
much needed social work among the Russian people; neither was 
there to be time for developing closer relations with the Orthodox 
Church—with that ultimate objective, the union of churches, in 
view. Indeed, with the Provisional Government in power after the 
revolution of 1917, there came a ray of hope that it might be so, but 
it proved only a false dawn. 







II 


The Catholic Church and the 
Provisional Government 


Ihe outbreak of the February revolution in 1917 found the Romanov 
dynasty isolated from the populace of the Empire. Even those who 
had benefited from Romanov rule, such as the Russian Orthodox 
Church, failed to rally to the dynasty; and those who had suffered 
serious persecution at its hands were even less likely to spring to its 
defense. The Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church adopted 
a cautious attitude toward the revolution. It felt that the revolution 
should give the Orthodox Church autonomy in internal affairs but 
should at the same time preserve for it its dominant or favored posi¬ 
tion as the church of the majority of the Russian people. The church 
courts, the church’s legislation on marriage and divorce, its records, 
its holydays, and its schools were to remain untouched and be 
recognized by the government. The church authorities also felt 
that compulsory religious instruction should be retained in schools 
and that government subsidies for the church should be continued. 
The only areas of disagreement between the Provisional Govern¬ 
ment and the Orthodox Church proved to be the problem of paro¬ 
chial schools, which the government hoped to nationalize, and 
the problem of compulsory religious instruction in nonreligious 
schools.^ 

^ John S. Curtiss, The Russian Church and the Soviet State, 1917-1950 (Bos¬ 
ton, 1953), pp. 14 and 18-19. A well-documented work, but somewhat naive 
about Bolshevik intentions toward the churches. 
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The Catholics greeted the February revolution with greater hopes 
than did the Orthodox, for the Provisional Government soon gave 
them reason to think that a better day was dawning. On March 15, 
1917, the Provisional Government took a decisive step in Russian- 
Pohsh relations, which naturally included the question of the rela¬ 
tions between the government and the Cathohc Church in the 
archdiocese of Mohylew. What it did was to set up the Commission 
for the Liquidation of the Affairs of the Pohsh Kingdom, whose 
chairman was to be appointed by the commission. Part of the com¬ 
mission s membership was to consist of representatives from the 
ministries of internal affairs, foreign affairs, war, education, and 
justice. But it was also to include representatives of the leading 
Pohsh organizations in Russia. The commission s task, as the gov¬ 
ernment defined it, was to ascertain the location and condition of 
government properties and communal institutions in the Kingdom 
of Poland; to prescribe the manner in which they were to be pre¬ 
served and transferred to the Pohsh state; to indicate the procedure 
for hquidating government institutions functioning in the Kingdom 
of Poland; to determine the mutual relations between the Russian 
government and the Roman Cathohc Church in Russia as repre¬ 
sented by the archbishop of Mohylew and to solve the problem of 
Pohsh soldiers in the Russian army and of Pohsh prisoners of war. 
The government also authorized the commission to invite other 
government ministries and nongovernmental groups to such meet¬ 
ings that might involve their interests. It appointed as chairman of 
the commission Alexander Lednicki, a distinguished Pole and St. 
Petersburg lawyer, who enjoyed the confidence of both parties at 
this time. It was the chairmans responsibility to report to the 
government on the commission s work.^ 

As the Provisional Government had outhned the commission s 
structure and duties in general terms only, the commission itself 
had to settle most of the details of its organization and work. 
According to the original plan it was to consist of twenty-six mem¬ 
bers, thirteen of whom were to represent the Russian government, 

2ZZVF, I, Nos. 19-22, pp. 1-2; Nos. 49-51, pp. 1-2. This important but 
neglected source is in the Hoover Library at Stanford University, Stanford, 
California. See also KP, May 11, 1917; KW, April 16, 1917. 
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while thirteen Poles were to act for the Pohsh population in Russia. 
Tlie government departments which were finally represented in the 
commission included internal affairs, foreign affairs, education, war 
and navy, justice, agriculture, commerce and industry, finance, com¬ 
munications, the Holy Synod, the accounting commission, the legal 
department, and the commissariat of the former ministry of the 
imperial court. The wide representation of government departments 
illustrates the complexity of Pohsh problems in wartime Russia. On 
the other hand, of the thirteen Pohsh members provided only ten 
served on the commission when it first started its work. They were 
Bishop Ropp as representative of the Roman Cathohc Chmrch; 
I. Szebeko and J. Mrozowski as representatives of the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the Landed Gentry; A. Babianski and W. Rawicz-Szczerbo 
as representatives of the Pohsh society for aid to war victims; 
A. Wierzchlejewski as representative of the Pohsh committee in 
Moscow; J. Zdziechowski as representative of the agricultural credit 
society; and S. Swiatopelk-Czetwertyhski as representative of the 
central agricultural society.^ 

It was no easy matter to determine the competence of the com¬ 
mission in detail. A report by W. Grabski with a supplement by 
Mrozowski, which attempted to set out the rights of the commission 
with some precision, was discussed on May 20 and 27 and June 7, 
1917, and was accepted by the commission with insignificant 
changes. It laid down that as the commission was an organ of the 
central government, it should submit to the government its resolu¬ 
tions on matters concerned with government institutions functioning 
in the Kingdom of Poland and with the preservation of government 
properties until they could be turned over to the future Polish state. 
If the government approved these resolutions, such approval would 
render them decisive and final. In order to locate and establish the 
condition of government properties, the commission was to do pre¬ 
paratory and investigative work, collecting and organizing data to 
facihtate a decision whether the properties were subject to return to 
the Pohsh state. It interpreted the term "properties of government 

® Sprawozdanie z dzialalnosci Komisji Likwidacyjnej do Spraw Krdlestwa 
Tolskiego za czas od 15-go marca do 1-go sierpnia, 1917 r. (Petrograd, 1917), 
pp. 2-3; KW, May 30, 1917. This report of the liquidation commission (an 
extremely rare item) is also in the Hoover Library, Stanford, California. 
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institutions of the Kingdom of Poland” as meaning all assets and 
obligations originating in or connected with the Kingdom of Poland, 
all immovable as well as movable property belonging to government 
institutions functioning within the Kingdom, and all sums deriving 
from the financial settlement by the Russian treasury with the future 
Polish state. Similarly it interpreted the term “property of com¬ 
munal institutions of tlie Kingdom of Poland” in such a way as to 
cover the properties of communes, towns, philanthropic organiza¬ 
tions and other juridical persons with a public character. As the 
commission had been deputed to “define the manner of preserving 
and directing government and communal institutions of the King¬ 
dom of Poland until they are turned over to the Polish state” the 
report pointed out that it would need to create its own administrative 
staff for these properties. It also laid down that when determining 
the way in which Russian government institutions functioning in 
the Kingdom were to be abolished, the commission should treat each 
institution in detail, specifying its term and the means to be used 
to deal with it.^ 

The commission, which faced an enormous task, tried to proceed 
with its work in an orderly fashion. From the outset it recognized 
the following seven important fields of activity; affairs connected 
with the former ministry of the court and appanages; affairs of the 
Catholic Church; affairs of mflitary and civilian prisoners; affairs of 
municipal economy and institutions of public benevolence; land and 
peasant affairs; the staffs of institutions which were abolished; and 
questions of finance. The business arising from these many and 
varied problems laid a considerable burden of work on the commis¬ 
sion, because the many Poles scattered throughout Russia, especially 
by the war, turned to the commission for advice and help. The policy 
of the chairman demanded that no letter or request should remain 
unanswered, and the volume of correspondence and business is 
suggested by the fact that on July 26, 1917, no less than 2,459 items 
were received by the commission and 2,379 sent out.^ 

* Sprawozdanie z dzialalnosci . . . , pp. 4-5; KW, June 22, 1917. The Polish 
press followed events in Russia as closely as the war and revolution permitted. 

® Sprawozdanie z dzialalnosci . . . , pp. 6 and 7-9; KW, June 22, 1917; D. 
Kolpinskij, “Pocz^tki katolicyzmu wschodniego obrz^dku w Rosji,” KosciSl 
katolicki w Rosji: Materiahj do jego historji i organizacji (Warsaw, 1932), p. 32. 
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With the estabhshment of the Provisional Government, freedom, 
it seemed, had arrived for the Russian people and the many nation¬ 
alities and religious groups that composed the heterogeneous Rus¬ 
sian Empire. While the national problem plagued and dogged the 
Provisional Government, the government made an excellent agree¬ 
ment with the Roman Gatholic Church. Undoubtedly, the arrange¬ 
ments with the Catholic Church provided for more freedom than 
the Church knew almost anywhere else in the modem world. 

Within this atmosphere of freedom, as early as March 3, 1917, the 
Roman Catholic clergy in St. Petersburg began to hold meetings in 
which the new pohtical and social developments in Russia were 
discussed and studied. In fact, in these meetings there began serious 
efforts to organize a Christian Democratic movement in the Russian 
Empire. 

On March 3, 1917, Bishop John Cieplak, the administrator of tlie 
archdiocese of Mohylew, presided over a meeting of forty-six Roman 
Catholic clergy who gathered in order to discuss the serious prob¬ 
lems that now faced the Roman Cathohc Church in the revolu¬ 
tionary political situation. The bishop felt very strongly that the 


In order to cope with the problems involved in these critical areas, the com¬ 
mission separated into twelve sections. Section I concerned itself with matters 
under the administration of the commissariat of the ministry of the court and 
appanages; its head was Alexander Lednicki himself. Section II dealt with the 
problems of the Catholic Church; its chairman was S. Kotlyarevsky, and its 
members Bishop Edward Ropp, A. Kartashev, S. Swiatopelk-Czetwertynski, W. 
Grabski, and J. MikhaylovsKy. The Roman, Armenian and Russian Catholic 
interests formed the subject matter of the section's deliberations. Besides the 
section's members, the following bishops were invited to meetings; Cieplak, 
Dubowski, Godlewski and Kessler, and Exarch Leonid Fedorov. The chairman 
of Section III, which was concerned with the problem of military and civilian 
prisoners, was A. Babiahski. Section IV on the municipal economy and institu¬ 
tions of public benevolence was presided over by J. Mrozowski. Land problems 
fell within the purview of Section V, whose chairman was J. Zdziechowski. 
Section VI occupied itself with the evacuated personnel of the liquidated gov¬ 
ernment institutions; its chairman was M. Shchukin. Section VII, the financial 
and control section, was under the chairmanship of W. Grabski. Section VIII, 
the legal section, was presided over by P. Gussakovsky. Section IX treated the 
problem of public instruction; here again Lednicki was the chairman. Among 
the interested persons invited by this section was Bishop Cieplak, who repre¬ 
sented the Church's interest in education. Section X included in its sphere the 
problems of judicial and administrative institutions; once again, Lednicki acted 
as chairman. Section XI, which dealt with commerce and industry, had as its 
chairman, W. Rawicz-Szczerbo. Finally, roads and communications came under 
Section XII, whose chairman was M. Shchukin. 
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social and political position of the Catholic Church, which the 
dominant Russian Orthodox government had considered as “ahen” 
and hostile, demanded a social and political organization whose 
object would be to unite all Catholics in order to prevent develop¬ 
ments hostile to the Cathohc Church. The Church must be freed 
from its position of inferiority and must be given freedom of oppor¬ 
tunity within the Russian Empire, no matter what the final form of 
that empire.® 

The clergy generally agreed that some form of organization was 
needed, but they disagreed on the type of organization. While some 
believed that a pohtical organization was required by the pohtical 
events, others spoke sharply against direct political action and sug¬ 
gested associations of workers and the faithful after the model of 
the Volksverein in Germany. Father Alexander Wojcicki, later a 
professor at the Catholic University of Lublin and the leading 
theorist of Christian Democracy in St. Petersburg, had followed the 
work of Christian Democracy in Belgium, France and Italy. 

Explaining to the assembled clerics the principles of Christian 
Democracy, Father Wojcicki declared that it must be based on the 
moral law and the essential dignity of the human person; that it 
must defend the right of private property; that it demand a just 
wage for labor; and that it must work for a just government. To 
carry out these principles a party organization was necessary; but 
the party must be dedicated to progressive and evolutionary action, 
not to revolution. Father Wdjcicki pointed out that the Cathohc 
organizations in Germany and Belgium had begun as efforts in the 
social field, but successful social action required them to take 
political action as well. 

Others hke Father Anthony Malecki argued that the clergy should 
use either the existing rehgious organizations and confraternities, 
e.g., the Society of St. Vincent de Paul, or form electoral commit¬ 
tees of parishioners who were to inform the local population about 
the issues involved in the elections. Father S. Maciejewicz emphat¬ 
ically declared that a pohtical program had to be drawn up before 
any attempt was made to organize a party or committees; accord- 

® General Meeting of the St. Petersburg Clergy, March 3, 1917. These minutes 
were made available to the author by Monsignor Bronislas Ussas, a priest of the 
archdiocese of Mohylew, now resident in Warsaw. 
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ingly, Father Zygmimt FiOzihski, later appointed bishop of Minsk, 
proposed that Father Wojcicki prepare a statement on the nature and 
program of Christian Democracy. Father I. Radziszewski, rector of 
the Theological Academy and later the rector of the Cathohc Uni¬ 
versity of Lublin, stressed the importance of disseminating pohtical 
and social information among the clergy and laity and the impor¬ 
tance of cooperation between the clergy and laity in social and 
pohtical matters. Finally, the assembly Ygted to form a committee 

to prepare a political program.'^ 01307064 

This Organizing Committee, presided over by Father Radziszew¬ 
ski, met on March 10, 1917, to begin the diflScult task of drawing 
up a pohtical program and deciding a few thorny questions. The 
most important of these problems was whether priests should belong 
to pohtical parties and engage directly in pohtical activity. Fathers 
Maciejewicz and Lankajtis, members of the committee, felt that 
before all else a pohtical program must be drawn up and that all 
action should be primarily pohtical. Father Wojcicki, on the other 
hand, argued convincingly that clergy should not engage in purely 
pohtical activity. Monsignor Constantine Budkiewicz, pastor of the 
magnificent St. Catherine's church in St. Petersburg, and later 
victim of Bolshevik persecution, emphasized that pohtical activity 
by the clergy might prove detrimental to the Church and might 
well divide the clergy and laity at such critical period. All this 
notwithstanding. Father Lankajtis stated that pohtical action was 
absolutely necessary, but this did not mean that the individual 
priests were to join pohtical parties. What he meant was that the 
clergy must assume some sort of direction of Cathohc pohtical 
activity. With this Father Radziszewski agreed. Father Fabian 
Abrantowicz, also a member of the committee, then suggested that 
this might be done by means of a pastoral on social and pohtical 
matters. 

After this extensive discussion, the committee agreed that priests 
were not to join pohtical parties but they were to use their influence 
on Cathohcs to promote the interests of the Church. Among other 
decisions, the committee approved the project of publishing pam¬ 
phlets and brochures which were to represent the Cathohc view- 


7 Ihid., March 3, 1917. 
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point on social and political questions. To achieve this goal, it 
would be best for the Catholics to own tlieir own printing press. As 
a supplement to this project. Father Maciejewicz suggested the 
forming of a central committee which would send rehable men to 
organize parochial committees whose task it would then be to 
explain the Cathohc position locally. Returning to his favorite 
theme, Father Maciejewicz once more declared that only a program 
will provide a center around which committees can be formed; 
accordingly, the committee requested Father Wojcicki to draw up 
such a program.® 

At the second meeting of the Organizing Committee, March 13, 
1917, Father Wojcicki offered his pohtical program, which he hoped 
the Cathohcs would present to the Provisional Government at the 
Constituent Assembly. He placed freedom of religion at the head 
of the program. As to education, he proposed that rehgious instruc¬ 
tion be given in all schools and that both private and free schools 
be recognized by the government. In the social realm there were 
proposals for the protection of the workers, an eight-hour day, the 
freedom to strike, and insurance for the workers. To crown the labor 
legislation, there was to be a ministry of labor. Holy days were to be 
recognized as days of rest. The program also included equal rights 
for women; free choice of a civil or religious marriage; regulation of 
divorces; and the protection of private property, which did en\asage 
some land reform but the details were never spelled out. The com¬ 
mittee accepted this program with the addition of Father Macie- 
jewicz’s suggestion that equality of rights for all and the removal of 
existing restrictions on rights be included.^ 

This pohtical program was presented on March 15, 1917, to the 
general meeting of the St. Petersburg clergy, who accepted it as a 
basis on which to unite all the Catholics of Russia behind Christian 
Democracy. To make this program known and to acquaint the faith¬ 
ful with the Church’s teaching on social and political issues, Father 
John Wasilewski suggested the purchase of a printing press; but 
Father Lankajtis added the caution that the newspaper ought to be 
geared to the workers not to the dewotkil Bishop Cieplak, still the 
administrator of the archdiocese, asked whether it might not be wise 

^ First Meeting of the Organizing Committee, March 10, 1917. 

® Second Meeting of the Organizing Committee, March 13, 1917. 
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to organize within the archdiocesan headquarters a central com¬ 
mittee for social and political matters; this proposal was not acted 
upon imtil the next meeting.^® 

After the political program had been drawn up, there arose the 
need for actual organization to put flesh on the dry bones. On 
March 22, 1917, when the clergy met again. Bishop Cieplak moved 
the creation of a central committee to function at archdiocesan head¬ 
quarters and to co-ordinate all the political and social activity of the 
archdiocese. In connection witli this motion, the question was raised 
whether the bishop-administrator should appoint the members of 
the committee or whether they ought to be elected. The clergy 
decided that there should be such a committee and that five priests 
and several laymen should be elected to serve on it. Father Radzis- 
zewski became the chairman of the committee, of which, of course. 
Father Wojcicki was also a member. The names of the laymen on 
the central committee are not known; it is not even certain they were 
elected at all for only ten clerical members are listed as attending 
the meetings.^^ 

This central committee, which met for the second time only on 
October 12, 1917 (owing perhaps to the disturbances of the sum¬ 
mer and the negotiations with the Provisional Government), adopted 
as its oflBcial title “The Social Council in Assistance upon the Ordi¬ 
nary of the Archdiocese of Mohylew.”^^ The Social Council, as it 
was henceforth known, was soon involved in a disagreement with 
the Christian Democracy in Moscow. Father Lutoslawski, leader of 
the Christian Democrats in Moscow, had in fact given the movement 
there a national Democratic direction. The Moscow Christian Demo¬ 
crats had asked for admission as a fcoio—-that is, as an aflBliated group 
of the Board of St. Petersburg Clubs.^^ Although the Moscow Chris¬ 
tian Democrats were persuaded of their errors, the problem was not 

General Meeting of the St. Petersburg Clergy, March 15, 1917. 

Ihid., March 22, 1917. According to these minutes, the members of the 
Central Committee (later the Social Council) were these priests: Radziszewski, 
Wdjcicki, Abrantowicz, Reklajtis, and Tarsun; candidate members were Chwie- 
cko, Rancan, and Lozihsld. However, the minutes of May 18, 25, 1917, list 
the following as members: Radziszewski, Budkiewicz, Chwiecko, Iwicki, 
Maciejewicz, Rancan, Reklajtis, Swirski, and Wojcicki. Bishop Cieplak had reor¬ 
ganized the original group because it had proved ineffective: ‘‘Rada slabo 
fimkcjonowala.” 

Meeting of the Social Council, October 12, 1917. 

Ihid., October 12, 1917; also meeting of October 17 or 18, 1917. 
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truly solved because a decision would have to be made as to the 
ultimate character of the Christian Democratic groups. 

Other obstacles fell into the path of the Christian Democratic 
movement. Father Anthony Ursz, the Cathohc pastor in Dzwinsk, 
had tried to organize a group there, but the low educational level 
and lack of an educated personnel for leadership kept the move¬ 
ment very weak.^^ 

Father John Sokolowski, pastor in Horodok, province of Minsk, 
declared that in Horodok there simply was no foundation for a 
Christian Democratic organization; the only organization he had 
was the Confraternity of the Living Rosary which, he said, at least 
did not arouse national antagonism.^^ Father Ignatius Lapszyc 
reported the same from Samara. However, letters from Orsza and 
Krasnojarsk to the Social Council clearly indicate considerable 
success; and the pastor from Krasnojarsk asked for literature to be 
made available to his organization.^® Father Henry Budrys of Wiehz 
wrote that he had successfully organized a Christian Democratic 
Club that had 700 members.^’^ According to Father Paul Kaziunas, 
a District Council for the Witebsk territory was active in trying to 
unite in preparation for the Constituent Assembly; but he com¬ 
plained of a lack of materials and asked for direction.^® 

That some organization was actually carried through is quite 
clear, but the extent of it is very difficult to judge. However, the 
reports to the Social Council illustrate the widespread attention 
that Christian Democracy was actually getting in Russia. However, 
the reports also suggest that many of the clergy, either misunder¬ 
standing the meaning of social action or opposing pohtical and 
social action, devoted their time to strictly rehgious organization, 
e.g., the Confraternity of the Living Rosary. The Social Council 
actually discussed such questions as whether entry of names into 
the records of rehgious confraternities was a requisite for gaining 
indulgences attached to membership in the confraternities.^® At 
times this gave the proceedings an unreal and remote air. 

In the meantime, the task of regulating the relations between the 
Roman Catholic Church and the Russian government fell to the 

Ibid., November 23,1917. November 23, 1917. 

Ibid., November 23, 1917. Ibid., December 6, 1917. 

18 Ibid., November 23, 1917. i® Ibid., December 6, 1917. 
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second section of the Liquidation Commission which was presided 
over by Bishop Ropp. Since the Provisional Government had 
abolished all rehgious and national restrictions, the second section 
assimied that the scope of its work included the elimination of 
restrictions imposed by the former tsarist government on the Roman 
Catholic Church and Cathohcs in Russia and the removal of all 
misunderstandings between the Catholic Church and the Russian 
government. But it really regarded as its primary task the abroga¬ 
tion of all connections between the Russian government and the 
Catholic Church in both the Kingdom of Poland and Russia proper. 

The investigative and preparatory work of the second section 
proceeded expeditiously, for the problems involved were well 
known to the members and consultants invited to the discussions— 
for example. Bishop Cieplak and Bishop Ropp, who knew from 
clerical meetings what views the clergy held on these matters. The 
materials needed were also easily obtainable. Hence, the discus¬ 
sions proceeded quickly and it was possible to submit resolutions 
to the plenum of the commission with very little delay. The section 
addressed itself to a whole variety of problems. The plenum of the 
commission had already discussed the government’s unilateral 
removal of priests from parishes, and the second section undertook 
to draft a guarantee that in the future the appointment of priests 
to parishes would depend entirely on the ecclesiastical authorities, 
who would merely inform the civil authorities of the nominations 
made. Tsarist legislation on mixed marriages also came under study. 
This legislation laid down that mixed marriages solemnized only 
before a Catholic priest could not be recognized as vahd unions, 
and that children of mixed marriages belonged to the Orthodox 
confession, a position which created much hardship for the Cathohc 
parties in mixed marriages. Another problem which the second 
section tackled was the problem of Cathohc churches seized by the 
tsarist government. Here it decided that as the reasons for tlie 
seizure had been political, the churches affected should be restored 
to the Catholics. But at the same time, it agreed that for the moment 
the decision should not be put into effect if Orthodox services were 
really conducted in any of the churches concerned. Related matters 
which were also dealt with included the placing of memorials 
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in churches, inscriptions on wayside crucifixes, and religious pro¬ 
cessions, all of which the imperial government had kept under 
close control. In the educational field, the section had to face the 
problems involved in religious instruction for Catholic pupils and 
students, an issue which, surprising though it may seem, was con¬ 
nected with nationality. In the past, it had been the director of the 
gymnasium who had determined a pupil's nationahty; and this 
decision was important because it also determined the choice of 
language in which pupils received their religious instruction. The 
right of the Roman Catholic authorities to supervise religious instruc¬ 
tion in schools had also to be studied and, if possible, guaranteed. 
Another matter which the second section took up was the right to 
establish monasteries and convents freely. But the representatives 
of the government departments asked that a final decision should 
be postponed until the government’s general poHcy had been 
announced.^^ 

After the second section had discussed the various problems, it 
brought its resolutions before the commission which very soon 
accepted a number of them, including some which were important. 
On May 5, 1917, a plenary session of the commission approved a 
resolution which revoked the imperial decrees of June 5, 1866, and 
July 15, 1869, suppressing the Kamieniec-Podolski and Minsk dio¬ 
ceses, and a decree of April 16, 1883, placing the diocese of Minsk 
under the administration of the archbishop of Mohylew. The sup¬ 
pression of these dioceses was canonically invalid, and hence they 
continued to exist in the eyes of the Church, even though Wilno had 
assumed administration of the diocese of Kamieniec-Podolski, 
Mohylew of Minsk.^^ Tlie vigorous action taken by Catholics in 
the dioceses suggested that the suppression was by no means a 
dead issue; for example, the Catholics of Minsk lost no time after 
the February revolution in asserting themselves and seeking the 
resurrection of their diocese. On April 8, 1917, they held a meeting 
in the Minsk theater under the chairmanship of the head of the 
city, Stanislas Chrz^tkowski, and were told that Bishop Cieplak, 
administrator of the archdiocese of Mohylew and the diocese of 

Sprawozdanie z dziahlnosci ...» pp. 14-15. 

Dziennik Petrogradzki, May 16, 1917 (a very rare copy of the St. Peters¬ 
burg Polish Daily); Sprawozdanie z dziatalnosci . . . , pp. 24-25. 
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Minsk, had energetically begun to revive the diocese, and that 
Prince Lvov, president of the council of ministers, had promised 
all possible government assistance. A thousand signatures were 
called for to indicate that the Catholics of the diocese supported the 
project, and the meeting voted a declaration thanking the Provi¬ 
sional Government for decreeing religious freedom and toleration, 
and also asking it to restore the diocese of Minsk. The resolutions 
adopted were sent to Bishop Cieplak by means of a delegation and 
he, in his turn, raised the matter with the Provisional Government.^ 

As far as oflBcial circles were concerned, the initiative for the 
restoration of the Minsk and Kamieniec-Podolski dioceses came 
from the Liquidation Commission, which had sent the government 
its own resolution on the matter. On May 21 the government for its 
part voted to revoke the suppression decrees as well as the decree 
of April 16, 1883, which united the Catholic church in Minsk with 
the archdiocese of Mohylew.^^ Pope Benedict XV appointed as the 
new bishop of Minsk Father Lozihski, formerly a professor at the 
Theological Academy in St. Petersburg, but his consecration did 
not take place until August 1918. In 1917 the diocese of Minsk had 
about 292,000 Catholics and 82 churches.^^ In 1919 the pope also 
appointed Father Peter Mahkowski as bishop of the diocese of 
Kamieniec-Podolski, in the re-establishment of which Bishop L 
Dubowski of Luck-Zytomierz had specially interested himself. In 
1913 it included about 101 churches, and 312,102 CathoHcs.^^ 

Other problems which hampered Catholic hfe in Russia also 
clamored for attention. For instance, on May 13, 1917, a plenary 
session of the commission dealt with the enforced registration of 
conversions to Roman Catholicism from the Orthodox faith, based 
on the requirements of Russian law. Until the government could 
prepare a final law of its own on religious toleration and freedom, 
the commission recommended a temporary arrangement with two 
main provisions. First, any person over fourteen who left the 
Orthodox communion to join the Catholic Church was to make an 
oral or written statement before the appropriate civilian official, 

22 KW, May 15,1917. 23 ZZVP, I, No. 86, pp. 64-65. 

2 ^ Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorowie orchidyecezji mohylowskiej 
(Pinsk, 1930), p. 185; Polska, August 11, 1918. 

2'^ Polska, December 1, 1918. 
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who in turn was to inform the ecclesiastical authorities concerned. 
Second, if one of the parents belonged to the Roman CathoHc 
Church and the other parent left the Orthodox Church to join the 
Cathohc Church, their children under fourteen were considered 
members of the Catholic Church, provided the ecclesiastical author¬ 
ities deemed them as such. 

The commission's concern with conversion from Orthodoxy to 
Cathohcism was intended to reheve the minds of many perplexed 
people as quickly as possible, for no one knew just when the 
expected decree on freedom of conscience would be issued. Earlier, 
the decree on religious toleration of April 17, 1905, had been inter¬ 
preted in a restrictive sense by a circular of the minister of internal 
affairs dated August 18,1905, which was the product of government 
fears induced by mass conversions to Cathohcism after the decree's 
pubhcation. Under it the prospective convert had to announce him¬ 
self to the government authorities, and they informed the author¬ 
ities of the Orthodox Church. He was then subjected to a thirty-day 
"admonition," and only if it proved ineffective would the govern¬ 
ment regard him as a Cathohc. It was because of the hmitations on 
toleration under the 1905 decree that a new decree was considered 
necessary. 

On May 20, 1917, the commission approved the regulation pro¬ 
posed by its second section for the building, enlargement, and 
renovation of Cathohc churches. The general regulations on pubhc 
building and buildings naturaUy had to be observed; but in the 
future the furnishing of Roman Cathohc domestic chapels and 
movable altars as well as the manner of services were to be subject 
to the decision of the Roman Cathohc authorities alone. Collections 
for the building, along with enlarging and renovating of Cathohc 
churches and chapels, were also to be dependent on the consent of 
the Cathohc ecclesiastical authorities. New parishes were to be 
estabhshed by the diocesan authorities, but the local authorities had 
to be informed. At the meeting of May 20 the commission also 
agreed to revoke the following article of the law on foreign con¬ 
fessions: "In cases where the activity of persons belonging to the 
Roman Cathohc Church appears injurious from the point of \dew of 
government order or the peaceful course of religious hfe among the 
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local population, the minister of internal affairs must communicate 
with the appropriate Roman Catholic diocesan authorities to take 
suitable measures to halt the injurious activity of the persons con¬ 
cerned. If the diocesan authorities fail to take such measures, or if 
the minister of internal affairs considers the measures to be insuflB- 
cient, the minister is to inform the appropriate diocesan authorities 
that the clerical person in question be removed from his office; the 
diocesan authorities must then take the necessary steps to execute 
the above demand.^® This law had enabled the government to 
insist on the removal of priests on purely political grounds; and 
although it was originally directed against the Catholic clergy, it 
had been extended during the war to cover Protestant pastors and 
clergy as well. 

As the commission s work was essentially preparatory, its resolu¬ 
tions had to be submitted to and approved by the Russian Provi¬ 
sional Government in order to become law. The basis for its activity 
was the Provisional Government's recognition of an independent 
Poland as part of the future European settlement, which was given 
on March 16, 1917. The Provisional Government had also entrusted 
the commission with the task of establishing regular relations 
between the Roman Catholic Church in Russia and the Russian 
state. The result was that the government faithfully implemented 
the recommendations which the commission submitted to it. 

The government first of all undertook the task of restoration by 
undoing the more drastic acts of the defunct tsarist government. 
On May 9, 1917, it freed Wilno's Bishop Ropp (1851-1939) from 
the sentence of exile imposed by an imperial decree of October 1, 
1907, and restored him to his office and his diocese.^^ 

The return of Bishop Ropp from exile provided the beginnings of 
a solution for another problem, namely, the vacancy in the arch¬ 
diocese of Mohylew, which was under the care of an adminis¬ 
trator, Bishop Cieplak, that distinguished cleric and leader.^® At 
the instance of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the government 
instructed its minister of foreign affairs on May 20, 1917, to enter 
into diplomatic contacts with the Roman Curia in order to have 

Sprawozdanie z dziaialnosci . . ., pp. 24-25; KW, July 1, 1917. 
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Bishop Ropp nominated archbishop of Mohylew and metropohtan 
of the Roman Catholic Church in Russia. On July 25, 1917, Pope 
Benedict XV made the nomination,-® and on December 2, 1917, the 
archbishop formally took up his new ojEce, showing the energy and 
zest of a much younger man in both the religious and political 
fields. He had already helped to draw up the basic law to regulate 
Church-State relations in the new Russia and had served as a mem¬ 
ber of the Liquidation Commission. In the political sphere he 
organized the Christian Democratic Party, which began to show 
surprising strength in the districts along the Neva river. He also 
divided Siberia and central Russia into deaneries in order to facilitate 
the administration of his huge archdiocese, which was perhaps the 
largest in the world. 

In national affairs the archbishop was a thorough Pole in both 
sentiment and outlook. But in ecclesiastical matters he was a strong 
opponent of nationalism and partisanship and would have no 
"privileged” language or rite in his church. He was anxious that 
the church should not become the arena of nationalist conflicts, and 
his co-operation with the Russian Synod of Catholic Clergy of the 
Eastern Rite, which met in St. Petersburg under the presidency of 
Metropolitan Szeptycki, indicated his wide tolerance and friend¬ 
liness towards the Eastern church. Once he became archbishop of 
Mohylew, he assisted the clergy of the Eastern rite in every way. 
For example, he ordained deacons for the Eastern church and sup¬ 
ported it by material means, since he saw in it possibihties for 
successful Cathohc activity in Russia. But the Bolshevik revolution 
put an end to these seemingly substantial dreams.^® 

When Bishop Ropp was elevated to the archbishopric of Mohy¬ 
lew, the question arose as to the now vacant see of Wilno. On July 
29, the minister of internal affairs, S. Kotlyarevsky, proposed to the 
Provisional Government the name of Bishop Cieplak, administrator 
of the archdiocese of Mohylew. Earlier Father Cieplak had com¬ 
pleted his higher studies at the Theological Academy in St. Peters- 

^ Ibid., p. 180; ZZVP, I, No. 84, p. 3; Ministerstvo vnutrennikh del. proyekty 
i predpolozheniya ministerstva, July 29, 1917, No. 3879, p. 1. The papal docu¬ 
ments were published in the first issue of the archdiocesan paper, Kronika 
archidyecezji mohylowskiej, January 1918. 

30 Wasilewski, op. cit., pp. 181-182; ZZVP, II, No. 148, pp. 9-10. 
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burg and had served as a professor of dogmatic theology from 
1882 till 1908. From 1904 to 1907 he had also represented the 
Kielce diocese in the Ecclesiastical College in St. Petersburg. He 
was subsequently made an auxiliary bishop of Archbishop Apolinary 
Wnukowsld of Mohylew and had carried out the first episcopal 
visitation of Siberia, which was part of the archdiocese. When 
Ajrchbishop Vincent Kluczynsld resigned from the archiepiscopal 
oflSce in 1914, Bishop Cieplak ruled the archdiocese as administrator 
until the appointment of Archbishop Ropp. In view of his past 
services the Provisional Government had asked the Holy See to grant 
him the personal rank of an archbishop; and the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs now urged the Provisional Government to approach the 
Vatican again for the nomination of Bishop Cieplak to the see of 
Wilno.®^ The Bolshevik coup of November 1917 frustrated the idea. 
But Ajrchbishop Ropp subsequently asked the Holy See to make 
Bishop Cieplak a titular archbishop, which it did by naming him 
titular archbishop of Ochrid.^^ 

Even after the restoration of its dioceses and bishops, the Cath¬ 
olic Chiurch still had claims on the government arising from the 
seizure of some of its churches during the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. Many of these churches had been forcibly 
converted into Orthodox churches, and the Roman Cathohc section 
of the Liquidation Commission considered that they now ought to 
be restored to the Catholics. A move of this kind was bound to be 
opposed by the Orthodox hierarchy and to encounter diflBculties 
arising from the fact that the Orthodox had been in possession of 
the churches for many years. For example, some former Catholics 
would almost certainly prefer to remain in the Orthodox communion, 
which in the course of time they had come to adopt as their own. 
But in spite of the difficulties the Provisional Government showed 
its good will by at least beginning the restoration of Catholic prop¬ 
erty and allowing Catholic churches to extend their holdings. On 
July 27, 1917, it approved the restoration of a Capuchin monastery 
at Winnica in Podole to which its church and all its property were 
to be retumed.^^ On August 28, 1917, it also voted to restore to 

81 Ministerstvo vnutrennikh . . . , July 29, 1917, No. 3879, pp. 1-2. ZZVP, II, 
No. 128, p. 18; No. 150, p. 11. 
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the Catholic church in Berdichev the Carmehte monastery sup¬ 
pressed in 1866.^^ It further agreed that the Samara Cathohc church 
could accept the legacy of an engineer named Chihnsld, who had 
willed his home to the church for the estabhshment of a school and 
orphanage for Roman Cathohc children.^^ St. Catherine’s church in 
St. Petersburg similarly received the government’s permission to 
acquire property for the estabhshment of a Roman Cathohc shrine 
and school.^® 

Though these efforts at restitution were small in comparison with 
the enormous losses of the Church in the nineteenth century, they 
nonetheless illustrate the goodwill of the government, overwhelmed 
as it was by problems arising out of the war, the disruptive efforts 
of the formerly oppressed nationahties, and the revolutionary temper 
of the population—especiaUy the peasantry. But the government’s 
various measures remained disconnected and unorganized; and 
what was really needed was the systematic organization of relations 
between the government and the sovereign Cathohc authorities in 
Rome. These relations could be based only on the freedom of 
rehgion. On July 14,1917, the government had issued a decree which 
guaranteed freedom of conscience to every citizen of the Russian 
state. This meant that the use of pohtical and civil rights was in no 
way dependent on rehgious aflBhation, and that no one could be 
persecuted or restricted in his rights on account of his rehgious 
aflBhation. The decree also provided that the rehgious aflBhation of 
children under nine years of age was to be determined by their 
parents. If the parents disagreed, their children were to belong to 
the father’s faith. If parents separated, the children were to take 
the faith of the parent with whom they stayed. If the parents were 
dead or unknown, or if it proved impossible to establish the actual 
rehgious aflBhation of a child, its guardians or those who adopted it 
were to decide which faith it was to take. In this way the decree 
safeguarded the rehgious freedom of all citizens, including children. 

The thorny question of passing from one rehgious confession to 
another had also to be tackled. The decree on freedom of conscience 
declared that those who had reached the age of fourteen needed no 


^Ibid., No. 127, pp. 2-^. 
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permission or declaration from any authority to join another religion 
or to have no religion at all. Any legal obhgations and relations, 
such as taxes, for example, flowing from membership of a religious 
group would be terminated by an oral or written statement to the 
local court. The law also provided for those who did not join 
any rehgious group at all. They had merely to inform the local 
administration which, in turn, was to communicate with the appro¬ 
priate parish or rehgious body. Children under the age of nine 
were to be allowed to transfer their religious allegiance when both 
their parents did the same. But if only one parent joined another 
rehgion and no agreement could be reached between the parents 
on their children’s faith, the children were to remain in the confes¬ 
sion of which they were members. On the other hand, children over 
nine years of age could not be enrolled in another faith without their 
consent. The decree also declared that the civil acts of persons with 
no religious aflBliation fell within the competence of the organs of 
local administration in accordance with a decree of October 17, 
1906, which prescribed the procedures and rules for Old Behevers 
and sects.^*^ 

This decree on freedom of conscience laid the basis of rehgious 
freedom not only for Cathohcs but for all the peoples of Russia. 
The Roman Cathohcs in Russia were, however, in a pecuhar posi¬ 
tion in that the great majority of them were Poles and that they 
all owed rehgious allegiance to authorities outside Russia. This 
meant that their relations with the Russian government caUed for 
special attention. On June 17, 1917, at the instance of Alexander 
Lednicki, chairman of the Liquidation Commission, the govern¬ 
ment ordered the minister of the interior to elaborate a draft law 
incorporating the changes already recommended in the existing 
laws governing relations between Church and State in the Russian 
empire.^® The ministry wasted no time and was able to give the 
government a draft for discussion on July 26, 1917. As approved, 
the new law on freedom of association was comprehensive and 
dealt with the whole range of Cathohc problems from church build¬ 
ing to the appointment of bishops. For example, it laid down that the 
restoration of old churches, the collection of voluntary offerings for 

87 Ibid., No. 131, pp. 8-10. Ibid., No. Ill, pp. 36-37. 
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the building or repair of churches or for other religious needs, and 
the creation of parishes were to be left to the appropriate Roman 
Catholic authorities, and that the civil authorities were merely to 
be informed of what was taking place.^^ On the appointment of 
bishops it said that the archbishop of Mohylew, diocesan bishops, 
bishops with the right of succession, and apostolic administrators 
were to be named by the Apostolic See in agreement with the 
Russian government, but that candidates were to be presented to 
the Apostolic See by the local clergy. The appointment of other 
categories of prelates, however, was not to need the agreement of 
the Russian govemment.*^^ 

The new law also dealt with the establishment of new dioceses 
and related problems. The immense area of the archdiocese of 
Mohylew made it very diflBcult to exercise tlie ministry; hence the 
supreme authority of the Holy See in the matter of new dioceses 
was at last recognized, and it could now be invoked to establish a 
new diocese wherever needed. But negotiations with the govern¬ 
ment would still be necessary over the expenses involved in setting 
up such a diocese.^^ The law further provided that the archbishop 
and the diocesan bishops were to appoint an oflBcial to preside over 
their consistories and a secretary to run their chanceries. These 
oflBcers, together with the members of the consistory and the chan¬ 
cery clerks, could be laity or clerics of the Roman Catholic faith. 
But the local civihan authorities had to be informed of their 
appointment.^^ 

When founding schools, the Roman Catholic authorities were 
to be subject to the general laws for establishing private educational 
institutions.^^ But seminaries, with tlieir courses of theological and 
general instruction, their discipline, and their choice of students, 
now came within the exclusive competence of the diocesan authori¬ 
ties. Appointments to rectorships, inspectorships and professorships, 
on the other hand, had to be reported to the local civilian authori¬ 
ties. In order to enter a seminary, students must have completed the 
four classes of the middle school. During their course, or after its 
completion, they also had to pass an examination in Russian lan- 
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guage, Russian history, and geography, corresponding to the fifth 
and sixth classes of the middle school.^^ The new law recognized 
the Roman Cathohc ecclesiastical academy as the higher institution 
of learning for the Cathohc clergy. The administration of the 
academy was entrusted to the diocesan bishops; but its immediate 
supervision devolved on the archbishop-metropohtan, who appointed 
the rector after consultation with the diocesan bishops and with the 
consent of the government. Appointments to professorships, how¬ 
ever, and to other posts in the academy had merely to be reported 
to tlie government. Only those who had completed the regular 
course of training were to be admitted to the academy; and the 
stipend which they were to receive was to be fixed by the arch¬ 
bishop after consultation with the diocesan bishops. It was also 
to be the archbishop who conferred scholastic degrees.'*^ The law 
also gave the diocesan bishops the right to supervise religious in¬ 
struction in the schools of their diocese. The language used for 
rehgious instruction was to be the native language of the pupil, and 
it was to be determined by the pupil’s parents or guardians. Schools 
which gave no rehgious instruction in the Roman Cathohc faith 
were to introduce it if parents or guardians asked for it.**® 

Under the tsars one serious injustice to the Cathohcs in Russia 
had been the forcible suppression of monastic institutions. The law 
on freedom of association now remedied this by permitting the 
formation of Roman Cathohc organizations of every kind—societies, 
brotherhoods, clerical congregations, and monastic orders. This 
gave the Cathohcs reason to hope that the future would see a 
renaissance of the Cathohc rehgious orders, which had once been 
such a common feature of Cathohcism in the lands of the former 
Commonwealth of Poland-Lithuania.^^ 

\Vhile the legal position of the Church was being defined, the 
Social Council of the clergy also faced the problem of getting 
information to the widely scattered priests and Cathohcs of Russia. 
This was, in fact, a constant subject of discussion among the organ¬ 
izers of Christian Democracy. One suggestion was that informed 
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and qualified priests travel about the immense territories of the 
archdiocese to present to the faithful the Church’s view^on social 
and political programs and parties.^® An effort was also made to 
get literature to the provincesA^ A pastoral letter on political and 
social matters was another measure advocated.^® A printing press 
and the publication of pamphlets were also proposed.^^ Finally, a 
firm decision was taken to acquire a printing press, if possible; at 
any rate, it was definitely decided to publish a diocesan chronicle 
or newsletter. The Social Council then, on November 29, 1917, dis¬ 
cussed this plan fully. 

The new Archbishop Ropp, the onetime organizer of Christian 
Democracy in Wilno, agreed on the need for an archdiocesan organ 
of information, but also cited two fundamental obstacles—the lack 
of funds and the lack of personnel. The Council proposed that the 
pastors should bear the expense. Two copies of the chronicle were 
to be sent to each parish; one copy was to be kept in the parochial 
archives, and the other was to be available for consultation. As to 
the editor of such a newsletter, undoubtedly, a qualified person 
could be found in the archdiocese; the editor would be given a post 
that would leave him suflBcient time to edit the archdiocesan 
chronicle. The Council agreed to approach Father Wasilewski to 
inquire whether he would accept the editorship if it were offered 
to him.^^ Actually, he had accepted the editorship; for his work 
in this task he was to receive 50 rubles monthlyThe title was to be 
The Chronicle of the Archdiocese of Mohylew and of the Minsk 
Diocese (hereafter cited as The Chronicle), and this publication 
was to be a monthly. Further investigation showed that 1,000 copies 
would cost 70,000 rubles annually—if it were issued monthly. 

Besides the use of The Chronicle, the clergy generally agreed 
that they would use sermons and conferences to inform the people 
on crucial issues. To this end it was suggested that a political and 

^General Meeting of the St. Petersburg Clergy, March 3, 1917; First Meet¬ 
ing of the Organizing Committee, March 10, 1917. 

General Meeting of the St. Petersburg Clergy, March 3, 1917; also meeting 
of November 23, 1917. 

First Meeting of the Organizing Committee, March 10, 1917. 

Ibid,, March 10, 1917. 

52 Meeting of the Social Council, November 29, 1917. 

52 Ibid., December 6, 1917. 
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social catechism be drawn up, which would provide the clergy with 
material.®^ This concern about the acquaintance of the clergy with 
the social question originated in the fear that some of the older 
clergy might be adverse to a progressive social and political 
program.®^ 

At this distance much of this activity seems to have been con¬ 
ducted in a secluded world. Although the Socialists are mentioned 
once in the minutes, they are mentioned only at a meeting on 
January 23, 1918, when the attitude to be taken toward the Bolshe¬ 
vik decrees of separation of Church and State are discussed.®® But 
the minutes of the meetings come to an abrupt end. However, the 
attitude taken toward that decree is known from The Chronicle^ 
which in an isolated issue of January 1920 gives a survey of events 
from the suppression of the original Chronicle in June 1918. Origi¬ 
nally, the Catholic clergy thought that the decree aflFected only the 
Russian Orthodox Church. They reasoned that only what had been 
united with the State could be separated from it, namely, the Ortho¬ 
dox Church. Far from ever having been imited with the Russian 
state, the Roman Catholic Church had been considered an alien 
confession and had been persecuted by the tsarist government.®'^ 
Events showed that this view of the matter had been naive in the 
extreme. 

Such was the history of the relations of the Roman Catholic 
Church in Russia under the Provisional Government. But it still 
does not give a complete picture of the development of Catholicism. 
In the western provinces, for example, the opening of schools among 
the Poles, who formed a majority of the population, went on apace; 
and although these schools were essentially Polish rather than 
Catholic, they included the Roman Catholic faith as an integral 
part of their educational program. The widespread opening of such 

First Meeting of the Organizing Committee, March 10, 1917. 

General Meeting of the St. Petersburg Clergy, March 3, 1917. 

For the decree, see P. V. Gidulianov (ed.), Otdelenie tserkvi ot gosudarstva, 
3rd ed. (Moscow, 1926), pp. 368-369; for the English translation see Curtiss, 
op, cit., pp. 332-^33; for the danger that eventually confronted tlie Church 
because or this decree, see James J. Zatko, “A Contemporary Report on the 
Condition of the Catholic Church in Russia, 1922,"" The Harvard Theological 
Review, LIII (1960), 277-295. The ‘"maximalists"" are mentioned in the minutes 
of the Meeting of the Social Council, January 23, 1918. 

Kronika . . . , January 1920, a copy of which is in this writer"s possession. 
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schools in 1917-1918 points to the strength of Catholicism in the 
border areas. In Kiev, Podole, and Wolyn, for instance,*the Poles 
established 36 gymnasiums, a university in Kiev, and nine profes¬ 
sional secondary schools. The number of primary schools estab¬ 
lished was 500 in Wolyn, 546 in Podole, and 194 in the Ukraine, 
with a total of 73,688 pupils and 1,663 teachers. In December 1917, 
Wilno also had 60 primary schools with 7,000 pupils. By contrast, 
only 500 Polish primary schools existed in the whole of the territory 
occupied by the Germans. In the Minsk province seven secondary 
schools existed in Minsk itself and one each in Borysow, tozansk, 
Ihumen, Bobrujsk, Sluck, Nieswiez, Mozyr, and Dokszyce. In the 
Mohylew province the Poles opened 200 primary schools, as well 
as two secondary schools at Mohylew and Orsza. Tlie primary 
schools were supported by voluntary contributions from the Polish 
peasants.^® 

Cathohc public opinion acclaimed the new relationship between 
Church and State, for the Catholics interpreted it as meaning the 
liberation of the Roman Cathohc Church and the elimination of the 
inequahties.^^ The restoration and restitution were undoubtedly 
small and bore no comparison to the losses inflicted on the Church 
in the nineteenth century. But the efforts of the government clearly 
indicated its good will and presaged a better future for the Catli- 
ohcs in Russia. Though the Provisional Government has often been 
criticized for its failure in nationality and peasant affairs, the 
settlement which it made with the Roman Cathohc Church illus¬ 
trates statesmanship at its best and suggests the kind of solution 
which the government intended to provide if Russia had not been 
overwhelmed by the Bolshevik revolution. 

But the destruction in the previous century could perhaps not 
have been undone even with the best of efforts. It was impossible 
by law to restore Cathohcism to those who had been assimilated 
into the Orthodox Church, or to reinstate the hundreds of monks 
in tiieir monasteries even if the monasteries themselves could have 
been made available. Nor could legislation resurrect overnight the 

W. Konopczynski, “Polish Institutions in Lithuania and Ruthenia,*’ The 
Eastern Provinces of Poland (Paris, 1918), pp. 47-51. 

October 12, 1917. The Vatican also expressed itself optimistically 
about future relations, KW, April 2, 1917. 
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churches, priests and laity, now lost to the Catholic Church. The 
very organization of the section of the Liquidation Commission 
dealing with Catholic problems suggests in itself the vast damage 
inflicted on the Church: freedom of clerical appointment and 
activity, matrimonial laws, stolen church property, religious instruc¬ 
tion for Catholics, and the building of churches and monasteries. 
All these problems centered around the restoration of the Church 
to a position of freedom from a position of inferiority. Yet how 
their complexities could have been resolved in practice must remain 
in the realm of the hypothetical. 
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Fortunately for the Catholics, the Bolshevik seizure of power 
found them organized in greater strength than they had been for 
many decades.^ Just as the Orthodox Church had strengthened its 
position by restoring the patriarchate in the person of Tikhon 
on November 18, 1917, so the position of the Cathohc Church had 
been strengthened by the elevation of Bishop Ropp of Wilno to the 
archdiocesan see of Mohylew, a worthy choice for the turbulent 


^Interpretations of the Bolshevik Revolution abound. E. H. CarFs distin¬ 
guished, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923, 3 vols. (New York, 1951-1953), 
is favorable to the Socialist ideal. W. H. Chamberlain, The Russian Revolution, 
1917—1921, 2 vols. (New York, 1935), was comprehensive, perhaps even yet 
unsurpassed by Carr. Sidney and Beatrice Webb, Soviet Communism: A New 
Civilization, 2 vols. (London, 1936), and Sir John Maynard, Russia in Flux 
(London, 1946), are optimistic toward the revolution as a real step to com¬ 
munism, particularly economic democracy. For Jan Kucharzewski, The Origins 
of Modern Russia (New York, 1948), the Soviet system is a new Russian 
despotism and Soviet imperialism is tsarist in reality. N. A. Berdiaev, The 
Russian Idea (New York, 1948), feels that the Soviet system has deep roots in 
Russian culture and in the Russian soul's yearning for collectivism. N. S. 
Timasheff, The Great Retreat: The Growth and Decline of Communism (New 
York, 1946), interprets the events as an attempt to remake society, an attempt 
that is defeated by the environment; the communist regime thus is forced to 
return to traditional and national values. 

As to the dynamics of the system, Trotsky in his History of the Russian 
Revolution (New York, 1936), considers that the Socialist ideal was tarnished 
by the failure of the world revolution, the emergence of a new bureaucracy, and 
the Thermidorean Reaction. W. W. Rostow, The Dynamics of Soviet Society 
(New York, 1953), stresses power and its priority in decision-making. On the 
other hand, Waldemar Gurian, Bolshevism: An Introduction to Soviet Com¬ 
munism (Notre Dame, 1952), makes ideology the central hypothesis in his 
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revolutionary times that were sweeping Russia.^ This towering 
figure from the gentry-educated in law at the University of St. 
Petersburg, and in theology at Fribourg and Innsbruck—dominated 
the scene of Catholicism in Russia, even after his exile in Warsaw. 
Adding strength was the new bishop of Minsk, Zygmunt Lozihsld. 
Later Edward O’Rourke became the first bishop of Riga on Septem¬ 
ber 29, 1918. The diocese of Riga numbered about 600,000 Catho- 
hcs.3 In 1919 Bishop Peter Mahkowski took possession of the 
restored see of Kamieniec-Podolski. The gradual filling of vacant 
sees fortified Catholicism.** 

The Church was organized into six dioceses: the archdiocese of 
Mohylew under Archbishop Ropp, and the dioceses of Kowno, 
Luck-Zytomierz, Kamieniec-Podolski, Minsk, and Saratov or Tiras- 

interpretation and considers Bolshevism a secular religion with a demonic priest¬ 
hood enforcing total claims. Nathan Leites, The Operational Code of the 
Politburo (New York, 1951), finds that ideological commitments play a decisive 
role: for the sake of an envisioned good society, the citizen must be controlled. 

Others, like Barrington Moore, Jr., Soviet Politics: The Dilemma of Power 
(Cambridge, 1951), emphasize the role of industrialization as leading to a 
more rational political and social order. 

An important work which tries to present a total picture of the Soviet Union, 
its institutions, political, social, and economic, is W. W. Kulski, The Soviet 
Regime (Syracuse, 1954). As to particular aspects of the Soviet development, 
its political developments are traced in that most excellent work. Merle Fainsod, 
How Russia is Ruled (Cambridge, 1954), which sees the governing formulas 
of the Soviet dictatorship in alternating repression and relaxation. The social 
developments of the Revolution are well treated by Timasheff, op. cit., with a 
good presentation of the development of social classes. The economic problems 
are dealt with in a quite technical manner by Alexander Baykov, The Develop¬ 
ment of the Soviet Economic System (New York, 1948), in manner overly 
trustful by Maurice Dobb, Soviet Economic Development since 1917 (London, 
1948), and in a readable style by Henry Schwartz, Russians Soviet Economy 
(New York, 1950). The classical work on Soviet agriculture is Naum Jasny, 
The Socialized Agriculture of the USSR (Stanford, 1949). 

2 Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorowie archidyecezji mohylowskiej 
(Pihsk, 1930), pp. 177-186. For a sympathetic Catholic account of the restora¬ 
tion of the patriarchate, see Albert M. Ammann, Abriss der Ostslawischen 
Kirchengeschichte (Vienna, 1950), pp. 592-594; John S. Curtiss, The Russian 
Church and the Soviet State, 1917-1950 (Boston, 1953), pp. 26-39, a work 
that is marked by a definite naivety when dealing with Soviet policy toward 
the Church. For Archbishop Ropp's elevation, see Jan Wasilewski, op. cit., 
p. 180; ZZVP, I, No. 84, p. 3; papal documents were published in Kronika 
archidyecezji mohylowskiej, January 1918; see also James J. Zatko, “The Roman 
Catholic Church and its Legal Position under the Provisional Government in 
Russia in 1917,” The Slavonic and East European Review, XXXVIII (1960), 
486. 

^ OR, January 21, 1920, and June 18, 1920. 

* Jan Wasilewski, op. cit., p. 185. 
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pol.^ These dioceses constituted one ecclesiastical province, the 
province of Mohylew. The archdiocese of Mohylew, embracing 
Russia proper and Siberia, extended from the shores of the White 
Sea to Kharkov and from Belorussia to the frontiers of China and 
Japan. On the other hand, the diocese of Tiraspol included in its 
domain southern Russia, the Caucasus, Crimea, Georgia, and the 
Tartar regions.® These vast dioceses were reorganized when in 1921 
the deaneries of Irkutsk, Omsk, Tomsk and Tashkent were consti¬ 
tuted as the Apostolic Vicariate of Siberia. A papal bull of the 
date February 2, 1923, estabhshed the diocese of Vladivostok under 
Bishop Charles SHwowski with residence at Harbin.'^ The diocese 
of Vladivostok included the Primorskaia and Amurskaia oblast, and 
part of Sakhalin. The PoUsh churches in Manchuria were admin¬ 
istered by Bishop Shwowski. 

The Vatican itself took a hand in the vigorous reorganization of 
the Chiurch in Siberia. In February 1921, Monsignor Jean B. M. 
de Guebriant, vicar apostohc of Canton since 1916, was appointed 
apostolic visitator for Siberia, and he planned to leave for the 
visitation in the spring.® Monsignor de Guebriant was accompanied 
on his journey by Father P. Kluge, O.F.M., whom he appointed as 
the head of the new seminary in Vladivostok.® 

Besides Siberia, Georgia also came within the purview of the 
Vatican. The Holy See sent the Dominican Bishop M. Gabriele 
Moriondo as vicar apostolic of the new repubhc of Georgia and as 
apostolic administrator of the Caucasus and Crimea.^® 

Although the parishes of the western provinces were of normal 
size, the parishes in the interior and in the east were proportionately 
as vast as the two sees of Mohylew and Tiraspol; at times the parish 
would surpass the boundaries of the guherniia. Besides, as difficult 

® In exile. Bishop Kessler wrote Geschichte der Diozdse von Tiraspol (Dick¬ 
enson, 1931). 

® Antoni Okolo-Kulak, Kosciol to Rosji dawniej, obecnie, i to przijszlosci 
(Cracow, 1928), p. 6, a brief work of great value, for the author was frequently 
an eyewitness of the events he describes. 

"^Jan Wasilewski, op. cit., p. 185; Elenchus cleri et ecclesiarum archdio- 
eceseos Mohiloviensis in Russia in diem 1 Januarii 1926 (Warsaw, 1926), p. 4; 
Okolo-Kulak, op. cit., pp. 6-7; Polska, February 17, 1918; Annuario Pontificio 
per Vanno 1924 (Rome, 1924), p. 242; AAS, XV (Rome, 1923), 255. 

®OR, February 7, 8, 1921; Elenchus cleri . . . (1926), p. 4. 

® OR, December 26, 27, 1922. OR, May 2, 3,1921. 
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as the spiritual care of the Catholics was in these endless spaces, 
eflBcient administration was also hampered by the fact that the 
parishes were not organized in deaneries, and hence were imme¬ 
diately subject to the bishop. Archbishop Ropp, therefore, proceeded 
to organize the parishes of Russia proper and Siberia into deaneries, 
thus actually providing a stronger organizational structure to face 
the stormy future. For instance, the archbishop estabhshed the 
deanery of Smolensk with Father Okolo-Kulak as dean. Within the 
deanery he included the parishes in Wiazma, Mazalce, Roslavl, and 
Smolensk with twenty-six priests and some tens of thousands of 
Cathohcs. This organization of the deanery used the frontiers of 
the old Polish state, which had had a bishop in Smolensk.^^ 

Along with the efforts at reorganization, the structure of the Rus¬ 
sian Cathohc Church—that Eastern rite Slavonic Catholic Chiurch 
distinct from the old Byzantine-Slavonic Church—also came under 
consideration. Here Metropolitan Szeptycki, archbishop of Lw6w, 
played a significant role;^^ according to him, the Cathohc Church of 
the Byzantine-Slavonic rite provided an important base for a 
mass movement toward reunion of the Orthodox Church with the 
Roman See. In order to accomphsh this truly heroic work, the 
metropohtan strongly emphasized the difference between the Ortho¬ 
dox, who accept episcopal authority, and the Protestants, who 
reject ecclesiastical authority, a distinction neither quite complete 
nor exact. According to Archbishop Szeptycki, to the Orthodox the 
Latins must give assurance that to unite churches is not to become 
Latin and to lose Orthodox traditions and nationality. The Russian 
Cathohc Church of Slavonic rite, therefore, by preserving Russian 
usages, was doing a work of charity for the Russian church. The 

^^Jan Wasilewski, op. cit., p. 180; Okolo-Kulak, op. cit., pp. 6-7; Polska, 
February 17, 1918. 

Roman Maria Alexander Count Szeptycki was bom on July 29, 1865, into 
a Polish family of Latin rite. After completing the gymnasium in Cracow in 
1883, he served in the Austrian army from 1883 to 1884. At this time he fell 
ill with scarlet fever, a disease that left its mark on him for life. After his army 
service, he studied law at Cracow, where he obtained his doctorate. Having 
entered a monastery of the Basilian fathers in Dobromil in 1888, he studied 
theology with the Jesuits in Cracow. From 1899 to 1901 he was the bishop 
of Stanislawow, and in 1901 he rose to the rank of metropolitan of Halicz and 
archbishop of Lw6w, a position he held until 1944. See G. Luzhnitskii, 
Ukrainska Tserkva mizh skhodom i zakhodom (Philadelphia, 1954), p. 687. 
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metropolitan condemned as contrary to the decrees of the popes the 
opinion that each convert should choose his own rite. The remedy 
proposed by the metropolitan demanded a sharp change in the 
public opinion of the Western church, which must learn to regard 
Catholics and priests of Eastern rite as equals. On the other hand, 
a correct notion of the Church, of infalhbility and primacy, must 
be instilled into the minds of the Orientals. Westerners must under¬ 
stand the different mentality of the Eastern Christians and adapt 
themselves; religious congregations and secular clergy could render 
their work fruitful and acceptable by joining the Eastern rite 
themselves. These workers were not to act as though they were 
missionaries to a pagan country 

After having been interned six months in the monastery prison of 
Suzdal and exiled to Jaroslav,^^ metropolitan Szeptycki arrived in 
St. Petersburg in 1917, where he presided over the first synod of 
the Russian Catholic Church of Eastern Rite (May 18-31, 1917). 
Archbishop Ropp, Bishop Cieplak, and Bishop Eozihski showed a 
most friendly attitude to the synod. Indeed, Bishop Eozihsld, even 
before he had become bishop, had helped place at the disposal of 
the Eastern rite Catholics the church of St. John, the so-called 
Maltese church, established by Tsar Paul 1.^^ The synod, sitting in 
St. Catherine’s church in St. Petersburg, effected the basic organi¬ 
zation of the rite. Metropolitan Szeptycki appointed Father Leonid 
Fedorov as the exarch of the Russian Catholic Church.^^ This act 
must be considered the beginning of the independent existence of 

13 OR, February 19, 20, 1923. 

1^ OR, February 19, 1921; Luzhnitskii, op. cit., p. 538. 

13 D. Kolpinskij, “Pocz^tki katolicyzmu wscnodniego obrzjjdku w Rosji,” 
Koscidi katolicki w Rosji: Materiaiy do jego historji i organizacji (Warsaw, 
1932), p. 29, a valuable account of the origin and growth of the Byzantine 
rite for Russian Catholics, by one of the clergy that belonged to that rite. 

i*See Paul Mailleux, S. J., Exarch Leonid Fedorov (New York, 1964), for a 
biography of the exarch. Fedorov, ordained in 1911, had returned to Russia 
and been arrested, and then exiled to Siberia, because of his effective work 
among the Russian Orthodox. After his return he became the exarch for the 
approximately 3,000 Russian Catholics of the Byzantine rite. He died a prisoner 
in Viatka, March 7, 1935. See also Paul Mailleux, ‘The Catholic Church in 
Russia and Exarch Fedorov,” Religion in Russia: A Collection of Essays Read 
at the Cambridge Summer School of Russian Studies, edited by George Ben- 
nigsen (London, 1940), pp. 31-48,• Luzhnitskii, op. cit., pp. 684-685. 
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the Russian Catholic Church, which until then had been under the 
direction of the Latin bishops. 

Archbishop Szeptycki’s activities ranged much wider than St. 
Petersburg. He envisioned a Catholic patriarchate in Kiev.^® Nor 
was his influence insignificant among the Orthodox Ukrainians, for 
when he went to Kiev to attend the Ukrainian sober (synod) he 
was received with great joy, but his plans for a union of churches 
failed totally and dismally.^*^ The confused religious situation in 
Ukraine, the debate between the Moscow-oriented Orthodox and 
the Ukrainian Orthodox Autocephalous Church,^® the struggle 
over “Ukrainization^ of the Orthodox rite,^^ and the hopelessly 
turbulent political atmosphere made any systematic effort at union 
of churches a doomed project from the beginning. The metropoli¬ 
tan s influence was not limited to Ukraine but made itself strongly 
felt in Belorussia, where the Union had been a means toward West¬ 
ernization and Latinization. It may be that the influence of the 
vigorous metropolitan and the Ukrainian nationalists had inspired 
the Belorussian nationalists to seek to establish the Byzantine- 
Slavonic Catholic Church as a national church 

Undoubtedly, amid the confusion of war and revolution, the 
figure of Szeptycki appeared like a colossus; but his efforts dis¬ 
appeared amid the smoke. Indeed, the wisdom of establishing a 
church, small and weak in numbers, and freeing it from the support 
of the better organized and stronger Latin church (which for all its 
sti'ength could not survive) may at least be questioned, for the 
Russian Catholic Church could be destroyed by eliminating its 

Martha E. Almedingen, The Church in Russia Today (New York, 1923), 
pp. 30-31; Luzhnitskii, op. cit., pp. 540-541. 

Luzhnitskii, op. cit., p. 678. 

E. Edlinskii, “Uniia s Rimon i metropolit graf Sheptitskii,” Revolutsiia 
i tserkov (1924), Nos. 1-3, p. 109; OR, August 25, 1922. 

S. K., “Ukraihska Prawoslawna Cerkiew,” Sprawy narodowosciawe, I 
(1927), 63-64, summarizes the events in the Ukrainian Orthodox Church 
during the revolutionary period; OR, August 26, 1922, illustrated how closely 
Rome watched the events in the Ukraine; for secondary accounts, Luzhnitskii, 
op. cit., pp. 54.5-547, and Ammann, op. cit., pp. 623-624. 

OR, June 22, 1921, and December 4, 5, 1922. 

Leon Wasilewski, “Sprawa wznowienia Unji Wyznaniowej,” KP, May 31, 
1917. 
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only exarch. Moreover, Archbishop Szeptycki’s approach to the 
problem of union seems tinged with pohtical plans, a cultural 
romanticism and ecclesiastical nationahsm, which would exclude 
from work among Eastern Christians all but Slavonic rite clergy and 
congregations. Admittedly, the whole program of the Russian 
Catholic Church based its appeal on satisfying the requisites of 
Russian nationality.^^ Actually, the Russian Catholics themselves 
disagreed: one party preferred the Latin, while another preferred 
the Oriental.^^ 

Another element of strength for the church was the national 
organization of the Poles throughout the Russian Empire. As early 
as March 1917, the Poles in Kiev organized a congress of fifty 
Polish organizations with 150 persons present.^^ In Siberia, in 
practically every Polish colony there was a Pohsh House (Dorn 
Polski), where the Polish societies of the area met. When any 
critical question of general import arose, the organizations met in 
the Dom Polski and chose delegates for a common assembly.^® The 
Poles in Belorussia, too, made themselves heard by demanding 
incorporation into Poland. The Polish culture, incidentally, allied 
itself with the Catholicism of the area; among these Poles, however, 
were adherents of other religions. This petition for incorporation 

Kolpinskij, “Poczjjtld katolicyzmu . . op. cit., pp. 25, 28. See Jan 
Ostrowski, Z za Kulis Kurji biskupiej to Leningradzie (Moscow, 1929), p. 370, 
for a letter of Archbishop Ropp's, without date but in the year 1921, where 
he writes: “I have nothing against Szeptycki, but his activity, supported by 
Ukrainians and Germans, is political and anti-Polish; it is not Cafiiolic and 
does not lead to agreement and imity. . . .” 

Almedingen, op. cit., pp. 64-65. On this problem, see James J. Zatko, 
“A Contemporary Report on the Condition of the Catholic Church in Russia, 
1922,” The Harvard Theological Review, LIII (October 1960), 284, where 
Monsignor Constantine Budkiewicz reports that Russian converts frequentlv 
wanted to disassociate themselves as far as possible from the Orthodox Church 
and its usages; see also p. 284 for the difficulties between the Latin clergy and 
the Russian rite Catholic clergy. See again Ostrowski, op. cit., pp. 22^229, 
for a letter of John Troigo to Archbishop Ropp, July 21, 1921: “Generally the 
activity of Father Fedorov and of Father Abrikosov, who has the same ideas, 
is provoking criticism from our clergy .... The tactics of Father Fedorov 
somewhat provoke the Latin clergy”; also p. 236, for a letter of Troigo to 
Archbishop Ropp, December 2, 1921: “The matter of the Eastern rite con¬ 
cerns us greatly; as I have already written, generally the attitude of the Latin 
clergy is negative.” 

25 KP, May 7, 1917. 

2^ KP, July 7, 1919; “Polonja na dalekim wschodzie,” Przeglqd powszechmj 
(1923), pp. 281-284. 
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was placed before the Central Powers Council of Regency on 
December 19, 1917.^^ 

With the Cerman withdrawal in 1918 came the first attacks on 
the Polish and Catholic population—which indicated that protection 
was needed in Belorussia. The Regency Council addressed a peti¬ 
tion to the chancellor, George Count von Herding, for protection 
of the Polish people in the areas from which the Germans were 
withdrawing in accordance with the Treaty of Brest.^® 

However, these efforts to co-operate with Germany were doomed 
to failure as Germany went down to defeat in 1918. Hence, the 
Polish-Catholic element could look for support only to a resurrected 
Poland, a position that involved dangers as well as protection. 

2’’‘‘Deklaracja Polalc6w z polskiej i polsko-bialomsldej cz^^ci Litwy,” NarSd 
i Panstwo, January 12,1918. 

^“Rzecz na Biaiej Rusi,” Narod i Panstwo, October 10, 1918; OR, March 
18,1920. 
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The Bolshevik Government 
Attacks 


1 he Bolshevik overthrow of the Provisional Government found 
the Catholics, therefore, not unprepared for the storm that threat¬ 
ened to overwhelm them in the very near future. Some elements 
in the Catholic Church welcomed the October Revolution, in spite 
of the generally favorable policy of the Provisional Government 
toward the Catholics.^ Nevertheless, the Bolshevik attitude gen¬ 
erated hostility, and no amoimt of good will could hide the fact 
that war would be waged on religion on two fronts. An ideological 
campaign for materialistic atheism to replace religious ‘prejudices” 
was an imperative; and the Bolshevik demand for a unitary, mono¬ 
lithic state structure would result in political action against the 
church that would have as its objective the prev^ention of “a state 
within a state.”^ The Bolshevik demands were great: all church 
and monastic funds in banks and co-operatives were to go to local 
Soviets; libraries and printing presses were to be placed under 
commissars; all “enemies of the people” were to be registered. Only 
then could the State leave religion alone.^ The Bolshevik declara- 


^ Francis McCuUagh, The Bolshevik Persecution of Christianity (New York, 
1924), pp. 201, 240. This is an eyewitness account of the persecution, marked 


however by occasional errors. 

^ “So\^etskaia pohtika v rehgioznom voprose,” 
(1919), pp. 2-3. 

^ Pravaa, January 31, 1918. 
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tions indicate the confusion resulting from theory and action. Theory 
dictated that, for the State, religion was a private afiFair and at the 
same time that it was the duty of the Communist Party to combat 
religious prejudice. Still the governmental power remained the only 
instrument for combat in any real sense.^ The Communist Party 
resorted to governmental action. 

Before the coup of October 25,1917, the Bolsheviks had responded 
to the peasants' hunger for land by proclaiming a program of all 
land to the peasants. Therefore, on the very morrow of the Bolshe¬ 
vik victory, October 26, 1917, the Bolsheviks published a decree on 
the liquidation of landed estates. This decree (1) abolished private 
ownership of land by estate owners without payment of any kind of 
compensation; (2) transferred to the provisional control and admin¬ 
istration of regional rural communities or to district Soviets of 
peasant representatives all the land belonging to estate owners. 
Crown appanage estates, convents, monasteries, etc., with all their 
livestock, machinery, buildings, and productive equipment; (3) 
ordered punishment for any damage to confiscated property as a 
severe crime, because henceforth the confiscated property must be 
considered as belonging to the whole people; (4) but did not con¬ 
fiscate land belonging as private property to peasant farmers.® In 
32 provinces of European Russia, 22,800,000 desiatins of land (each 
desiatin being one and three-fourths acres) were made available in 
this way, according to the data for 1919. Of this newly available 
land 4.6 per cent was retained for state operation, mainly as state 
farms; 1.7 per cent went into kolkhozy, and 93.7 per cent was sub¬ 
divided. Thus the roughly 20,000,000 desiatms which became avail¬ 
able to the peasants increased their prerevolutionary holding of 
95,000,000 desiatins by more than 20 per cent.^ 

Of all this land, the church lands formed but a small percentage. 
Official data for the 42 provinces of European Russia, except the 
North Caucasus, show 119,400,000 desiatins of allotment land and 
89,500,000 desiatins of private land in 1905. The church lands in 

* Pravda, May 15, 1921. 

Alexander Baykov, The Development of the Soviet Economic System (New 
York, 1948), pp. 16-17. 

® Naum Jasny, The Socialized Agriculture of the Soviet USSR (Stanford, 
1950), pp. 152-154. 
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1905 comprised but 335,000 desiatins, and in 1911 they had dropped 
to 319,000, a pittance in comparison with the total holdings in 
Russia/ 

While the central authorities fulfilled their pledges to the peasants 
by confiscating the landed estates, in the borderlands where the 
chief strength of Catholicism lay, there were similar developments 
in process. A manifesto of the first Provisional Government of 
Peasant and Worker Soviets of Belorussia in 1917 proclaimed the 
nationalization of the land: aU land of estates and of great land- 
owners, monasteries. Orthodox churches, Cathohc churches, and of 
the clergy with all movables and immovables, woods, waters, and 
mineral rights became the property of the working people of Belo- 
russia.^ A similar decree of the Provisional Government of Workers 
and Peasants in Ukraine in 1917 nationahzed the estates, transfer¬ 
ring them from landowners to peasants.^ 

SmaU as the total holdings of the churches and monasteries were, 
the share of the Catholic Church in these lands was even smaller. 
During the course of the nineteenth century, the monasteries and 
their lands had disappeared. Nevertheless, some churches had con¬ 
siderable property. Outside Russia proper, parish churches norm¬ 
ally possessed about 33 desiatins of land; but there were also 
churches, like St. Catherine’s in St. Petersburg, with property in 
buildings. St. Catherine’s endowment ran to 30,000,000 rubles. 
Hence, although the lands of the church were not vast, their con¬ 
fiscation meant the total loss of its whole store; yet the disaster was 
not something new in the Cathohc Church’s experience in Russia, 
for its property had often been seized before. 

More important to the Church’s influence was the series of 
decrees that in rapid succession nationahzed aU the schools, ele¬ 
mentary and secondary, as weh as theological seminaries and 

Ibid.y p. 143. For the political conflict of the Bolsheviks and the Social 
Revolutionaries over land policy, see E. H. Carr, The Bolshevik Revolution, 
1917-1923, II (New York, 1952), 32-41. 

^ Politika sovetskoi vlasti po natsionalnom voprosu za tri goda 1917-XI-1920 
(Moscow, 1920), p. 24, the ofiBcial statement of what had been done in nation- 
ahty pohcy. 
nhid.,p. 110 . 

Antoni Okolo-Kulak, Kosciol w Rosji dawniej, obecnie, i w przyszlosci 
(Cracow, 1928), p. 11. 
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academies; granted legal recognition to civil marriages and divorces 
only; and finally ordered the record books on births, marriages, and 
deaths turned over to a governmental bureau. 

Only on January 23, 1918, was the fundamental decree on separa¬ 
tion of Church and State issued.The decree declared the Church 
separated from the State, and forbade local laws or regulations 
interfering with the freedom of conscience or granting special privi¬ 
leges by reason of religious belief. These articles of the decree were 
a fundamental blow at the privileged position of the Orthodox 
Church. When the decree abolished every legal restriction con¬ 
nected with the profession of certain faiths or with the nonprofession 
of any faith, it imdoubtedly provided for the freedom of Roman 
Catholics, Russian Cathohcs, Old Believers, and all the sects that 
had suffered discrimination in times past. Small wonder then that 
Catholics greeted this aspect of the decree with relief. Exarch 
Fedorov said at his trial: “We were subjected to persecution in the 
time of the tsar, and we had to contend with great difficulties under 
the Kerensky regime. That was the reason why Archbishop Ropp 
and all the Latin Catholics breathed a sigh of relief when the 
October Revolution took place. But the Russian Catholics also felt 
very happy, as it was only when the Soviet regime came that the 
Greco-Catholic Church was placed on a footing of equality with 
all other denominations. For this reason I myself welcomed with 
enthusiasm the decree for the separation of Church and State. I 
welcomed it with all the joy of a man who hated the unnatural 
alliance that had existed between the two in Russia. . . The 
prospect of deliverance from a position of inferiority, endiured for 

^^John S. Curtiss, The Russian Church and the Soviet State, 1917-1950 
(Boston, 1953), p. 46. For the decree, see P. V. Gidulianov (ed.), Otdelenie 
tserkvi ot gosudarstva, 3rd ed. (Moscow, 1926), pp. 368-369; Certain Legisla¬ 
tion Respecting Religion in Force in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(London, 1930), a publication which points up the repressive aspects of the 
Soviet laws; The First Code of Laws of the Russian Socialistic Federal Soviet 
Republic (Petrograd, 1919), especially on civil marriage, p. 25, and divorce, 
pp. 28-29; Pravda, January 21, 1918; OR, June 3, 1921. 

^^McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 204, 239. Kronika archidyecezji mohylowskiej 
(January 1920), p. 1, indicates that the Catholic authorities felt the decree 
was aimed at the Orthodox church, since what was not united to the govern¬ 
ment could not be separated; the Catholic Church was reckoned among the 
“foreign confessions.” This invaluable document was made available to this 
writer by Monsignor Bronislas Ussas, Warsaw. 
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over a century, evoked from the Catholics a loyal attitude to the 
new political authority in Russia; only the future was to show 
how misplaced that loyalty was and how unmerited. 

In contrast to the Cathohc authorities, the leadership of the Ortho¬ 
dox Church, gathered in a sobor, denounced the separation of 
Church and State as “a malicious attack upon all the structure of the 
life of the Orthodox Church and an act of open oppression against 
it.” This sjmod threatened all participants in the legislation and 
execution with ecclesiastical penalties, even excommunication. Ap¬ 
pealing in a more popular vein to the Orthodox people, the synod 
called the decree an act of violence against the conscience tliat 
would be worse than the Mongol yoke, forgetting that the attitude 
of the Mongols had actually made the Church’s position very favor¬ 
able in Russia. Later, on March 5, 1918, Patriarch Tikhon con¬ 
demned in no uncertain terms the peace of Brest Litowsk. Thus 
from the very beginning there was open warfare between the 
Orthodox Church and the Bolsheviks over the decree on separation, 
while the Catholics hoped to find relief from oppression in that very 
decree.^^ 

Other provisions of the decree were not as welcome as the simple 
separation of Church and State. Religious oaths were abohshed, 
and all civil acts were to be registered only by a government depart¬ 
ment. More fundamental, churches were not to be juridical person¬ 
alities nor were they to own property. Thus the economic and legal 
basis of the churches’ strength was being undermined. If the church 
could not act as a juridical person in law, then it and its representa¬ 
tives were deprived of the strength and protection of concerted 
action and were thus isolated and exposed as individuals to the 
power of law. Moreover, to deny churches the right to possess 
property was to deny them the opportunity to exist in security and 
to expand their activity. 

As a logical consequence of the churches’ inability to own prop¬ 
erty, the decree nationahzed aU existing church property by trans¬ 
ferring ownership to the people. Thus at a stroke there vanished 
the Catholics’ accumulation of church properties that had not been 
the gift of Russian governments, but had been salvaged largely 

Curtiss, op. cit.j pp. 52—53. See also New York Times, March 13, 21, 1918. 
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from the confiscations and closures of the nineteenth century. The 
properties of the Catholic Church in Russia had been until 1917 
under the administrative direction and control of the Ecclesiastical 
College. The funds administered by it went back to the efforts of 
Archbishop Siestrzencewicz, that controversial first archbishop of 
Mohylew; subsequently, Tsar Alexander I (1801-1825) decided 
on January 18, 1820, to establish a capital fund, whose income was 
to be used for ecclesiastical necessities. The Ecclesiastical College 
resolved to begin collecting the sums on January 1, 1823, from the 
secular clergy to /establish the fund. The diocese of Mohylew was to 
pay 300 rubles a year, while the diocese of Wilno was to contribute 
1,000 rubles, tlie diocese of Kowno 600 rubles, the diocese of Euck- 
Zytomierz 450 rubles, the Kamieniec-Podolski and Minsk dioceses 
100 rubles and 50 kopecks. Thus the sum contributed annually 
amoimted to 2,575 rubles. Over and above this, the Wilno chapter 
was to contribute 5,575 rubles from its properties annually. These 
contributions lasted until 1843. After the confiscation of several 
monasteries in 1832, the capital of these monasteries was added to 
the fund. Again when church properties had been confiscated in 
the years 1842 and 1843, Nicholas I by an imperial decree consented 
to assigning the pensions connected with the properties to the 
capital fund. This fund, which in 1826 amounted to 18,080 rubles, 
had by 1908 risen to 6,423,865 rubles. This sum included the value 
of immovables in St. Petersburg to the amount of 1,640,400 rubles 
and borrowed money to 2,387 rubles. The income for the year 1907 
was 209,274 rubles. The minister of internal affairs was empowered 
to permit expenses up to 900 rubles; sums beyond that could be 
expended only by the consent of the Emperor. 

The Ecclesiastical College also had control of the capital deriv¬ 
ing from foundations, left by individuals for religious services or 
for religious institutions. The interest from these funds was for¬ 
warded semiannually to the churches specified in the foundations. 
In 1908 this capital had reached 1,119,730 rubles. 

In the year 1846 Nicholas I at the request of the bishops estab¬ 
lished a building fund by withdrawing 300,000 rubles from the 
original capital; the interest from this amount was to provide funds 
for the repair of churches in the Empire. After 1906, the interest 
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accruing was divided among the dioceses in the following manner: 
5,857 rubles 50 kopecks went to the archbishop of Mohylew; the 
bishops of Wilno, Luck-Zytomierz, and Kowno received 3,100 
rubles. By 1908 the capital of the building fund had reached 374,320 
rubles. 

Finally, there were the sums collected for the support of the 
clergy in the Samara and Saratov guherniias. The local authorities 
collected the requisite sums and paid their clergy, but the remainder 
after 1879 they had to send to the Ecclesiastical College. Thence 
by 1908 arose a capital fund of 34,953 rubles. The interest was used 
for the support of retired clergy. 

Thus, in the year 1917 the Ecclesiastical College administered 
property in Russia of this value: 


1. Sustaining Fund of the Empire 

4,984,673 rubles 

Interest 

202,349 “ 

2. Sustaining Fund of the Kingdom 

353,087 

Interest 

13,720 ‘‘ 

3. Foundations: 


a. Permanent Investments 

1,522,672 “ 

Interest 

60,107 ‘‘ 

b. Temporary Investments 

202,125 “ 

Interest 

7,994 “ 

4. Building Capital 

375,300 

Interest 

14,380 " 

5. Saratov Funds 

38,615 24 kopecks 

Interest 

1,497 35 " 

6. Houses" Value 

3,640,400 rubles 


Total 11,381,009 rubles 59 kopecks (sic) 

These then were the funds of the Cathohc Church when the Eccle¬ 
siastical College ceased to exist on August 25, 1917. When therefore 
church property was confiscated and proclaimed the property of 
the people, the Catholic Church in Russia suffered a major economic 
disaster. Its economic strength had been built up actually over 
centuries in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the century 
and a half of the Empire of the tsars.^^ 

Petrani, Kolegium Duchowne tv Petersburgu (Lublin, 1950), pp. 
119-124. See dso the Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 8, for the attempt to 
nationalize the funds of the Ecclesiastical College. 
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As crippling as was the nationalization of church property, it did 
not prove to be as catastrophic for the moral authority and influence 
of the Catholic Church as did the separation of the school from the 
church and the prohibition of religious instruction in state and 
public schools as well as in private schools where general subjects 
were taught. To the Catholic clergy this appeared as the vital blow, 
for it struck at what they considered one of their essential functions 
as priests.^® Moreover, in the light of an instruction published in 
December 1917, over the signature of Lenin and Lunacharskii— 
the people’s commissar of education—the decree was to be inter¬ 
preted in the most sweeping sense. The instruction pointed out that 
education was completely removed from the hands of the clergy 
and subjected to the People’s Commissariat of Education. Compre¬ 
hended within this transfer were all parochial schools, teachers’ 
seminaries, theological schools and seminaries, diocesan schools, 
missionary schools, academies, lower, middle, and higher schools 
and institutes under clerical control with all articles, movable and 
immovable properties, buildings and their lands, lands required for 
the schools, libraries, valuables, capital, and all that belonged to 
the schools. A more sweeping statement could hardly be formu¬ 
lated.^® When therefore the decree on the separation of Church 
and State appeared and also separated the church from the schools, 
the scope of its effectiveness had already been defined. 

The decree, therefore, touched the Catholic schools from the very 
top to the bottom. The diocesan seminaries, the Theological Acad¬ 
emy at St. Petersburg with its valuable library, dating back to the 
time of Peter Skarga in the sixteenth century, the parochial schools, 
and the right of teaching religion in public schools were all tom from 
the Catholic Church and transferred to the Commissariat of Educa¬ 
tion. For instance, the church of St. Catherine in St. Petersburg had 
for decades supported a boys’ gymnasium and a girls’ gymnasium, 
a vocational school, and 11 elementary schools. In St. Catherine’s 
elementary schools 20,000 Catholic children were being educated, 
while the gymnasium provided an education for 1,500 young men 
and women. 

15 McCullagh, op, cit., pp. 184, 189, 202, 241. 

^^Pravda, December 22, 1917. 

11 Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorowie archidyecezji mohylowskiej 
(Pinsk, 1930), p. 188. 
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How vast the network of schools is suggested by the figures given 
for the year 1919 in the Zhizn Natsionalstei. In the Minsk guhemiia 
alone in 1919 there were 261 schools with 12,079 students and 304 
teachers. In 19 other provinces tliere were 100 schools and 16 
workers' clubs and 16 hbraries with 48,000 volumes. Until 1919 
the Tsentralni grazhdanskii komitet Tsartva Polskogo directed 1,021 
schools with 48,000 students. Priests did much of the work in these 
schools, educating the children in a Catholic and national spirit; 
hence, the Bolsheviks considered the schools centers of “chauvin¬ 
ism" and Cathohcism. All these schools were closed, and only a 
very small part of them reopened under the supervision of the Soviet 
government.^® 

Not merely the actual control of the school was objected to by 
the government, but in July 1918 the Pohsh schools in St. Petersburg 
received a circular from the commissar of education for the St. 
Petersburg district and the commissar of the middle schools that 
renewed the prohibition against teaching Latin and rehgion in the 
schools and using priests as instructors. Rehgious pictures and 
religious books were also excluded from the schools.^^ 

In Moscow, because of a lack of teachers that would present the 
subjects in a communist spirit, the government decided to close the 
Pohsh schools and to reorganize them with communist teachers and 
sympathizers.^® 

These changes the Bolshevik Government determined to formalize 
in the constitution. Between the initiation of the project on January 
28,1918, and the final approval on July 10,1918, under the influence 
of Jakov M. Sverdlov and Joseph Stahn a committee of fifteen 
appointed for the task by the Central Executive Committee wrote 
the Constitution of the Russian Sociahst Federated Soviet Republic. 
A bill of rights, expressed in class terms, formed the first part of the 
constitution. Freedom of speech, of press, of association, of assem¬ 
bly, and of access to education was reserved expressly for the work¬ 
ing class. Liberty of conscience was guaranteed for the “workers" 

Komorovskii, *'Kulturnye dostizheniia Poliakov RSFSR,” Zhizn natsional- 
nostei (January 1923), p. 232, a favorable report on Soviet policy toward the 
Polish minority in the Soviet state. 

Polska, September 15, 1918. 

Zhizn natsionalnostei (February 1919), p. 4. 
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by separating Church from State and from the school. Freedom of 
religious and antireligious propaganda was the prerogative of every 
citizen. 

The second part of the constitution defined the governmental 
structure, or rather formalized the existing structiure. The primary 
objective was to establish a dictatorship of the proletariat, a strong 
central government. Members of the onetime ‘‘exploiting” classes, 
that is, businessmen, police agents of the ancien regime, monks and 
priests of all denominations, were disfranchised and denied the 
right to hold public oflSce.^^ Thus clergy were relegated to the status 
of second-class citizens, deprived of any rights at all. 

Moreover, the Bolshevik government, in order to control the 
activities of the Polish citizens and organizations in Russia, as early 
as November 28, 1917, organized the Commissariat for Polish Na¬ 
tional Affairs, thus controlling the Commission for the Liquidation 
of the Affairs of the Polish Kingdom. This commissariat was to aid 
in the preservation, listing and description of objects of antiquity 
and art belonging to the Pohsh people. These objects were under¬ 
stood to include antiques, art objects, libraries, museum articles, 
collections, historical documents, archives, church bells, and church 
equipment.^^ This was but a temporary pause in the traditional 
Russian anti-Polish attitude. 

Merle Fainsod, How Russia is Ruled (Cambridge, 1954), pp. 295-296, 
a detailed and well-balanced account of the Party and State structure's develop¬ 
ment. For a study of the constitutional efforts of this period, see G. V. Kulakov, 
Konstitutsiia SSSR i obrazovanie sezdov sovetov v skhemakh, 4th ed. (Moscow, 
1925), devoted to the Constitution of 1924. G. S. Gurvich, Osnovy sovetskoi 
konstitutsii, 8th ed. (Moscow, 1930), is the most detailed to that date; the 
constitution of the RSFSR is given, pp. 310-325, and the declaration of the 
laboring and exploited classes, pp. 308-^09; freedom of conscience is discussed 
in its constitutional meaning, pp. 160-161. Osnovy sovetskogo gosudarstva i 
prava (Moscow, 1917), published by the Ministry of Justice, gives a brief 
discussion of the constitution of the RSFSR, pp. 101-102; a Stalinist interpre¬ 
tation of the freedom of conscience, pp. 200-201; and very little space to the 
separation of Church and State in 1918, p. 201. E. B. Genkina, Obrazovanie 
SSSR, 2nd ed. (Moscow, 1947), and G. P. Barinov, Osnovye voprosy kon¬ 
stitutsii SSSR (Moscow, 1948), are both propagandistic works. V. N. Ivanov, 
Osnovye prava i obiazanosti grazhdan SSSR (Moscow, 1952), pp. 76-79, 
discusses freedom of conscience, but still under the Stalinist “personality-cult.” 

-- Politika sovetskoi vlasti . . ., pp. 86-88. 
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Ihe anti-Catholic program of the Bolshevik government devel¬ 
oped more fully only with time. Indeed, the decree on the separation 
of Church and State was received with relief by the Catholics— 
however objectionable some features of that decree may have 
appeared, for instance, the regulations on education. Moreover, 
the decree left many details doubtful: What were to be the relations 
with the new government? How were property regulations to be 
carried out? Still the clergy debated the decree not in order to resist 
it, but in order to discover some way of conforming with the decree 
without doing violence to the Cathohc conscience and canon law.^ 

Catholic hopes of reaching a working agreement with the gov¬ 
ernment rose sharply when the department of reUgious aflFairs of the 
Commissariat of Justice requested Archbishop Ropp to take part in 
consultations on the separation of Church and State.^ After the 
archbishop had agreed and asked only to be informed of the date, 
several months passed without further notice; in order to discover 
the reason for the delay, he sent Monsignor Constantine Budkie\vicz, 
a man of great business abihty and consummate address, as his dele- 

^KW, March 19, 1923; Francis McCuUagh, The Bolshevik Persecution of 
Christianity (New York, 1924), pp. 174, 239; M. Milich, ‘Trotsess rimsko-kato- 
hcheskogo dukhovenstva,” Revolutsiia i tserkov, Nos. 1-3 (1923), pp. 109-110, 
a very valuable article which surveys the activity of the Catholic clergy from 
1917 and interprets it from the Soviet viev^oint. 

^Kronika ar^idyecezji mohylowskiej, January 1920, p. 1. 
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gate to Moscow. There the monsignor learned, to his dismay, that 
there had not been and would not be consultations with religious 
leaders, but that the chancery of P. A. Krasikov, head of the depart¬ 
ment of religious affairs, would draw up its own instruction on the 
decree of separation.^ 

The worst fears of tlie clergy were aroused and their most opti¬ 
mistic hopes were dashed with the promulgation of the Instruction 
on Separation of Church and State on August 24 or 30, 1918. This 
instruction deprived all religious and all religious organizations of 
their character as legal persons and declared their property the 
property of the people. It contained a formula to be signed by com¬ 
mittees of parishioners, consisting of at least twenty persons, in 
order to obtain the use of a church building and its ecclesiastical 
equipment. These committees were in no sense the “owners” of the 
churches, which remained the property of the people, represented 
by the government. Under the guise of the instruction, the govern¬ 
ment really intensified its control, for it regulated the use of the 
church and supervised the inventory of church property.^ 

Soon after the issuance of the instruction, apparently still in 
August of the same year, the clergy of St. Petersburg met and 
decided that it was not possible or lawful to sign the agreements 
demanded by the government. A few days later at another meeting, 
it was resolved not to give way to the signing of documents but to 
send a protest to Moscow, and, if possible, to do so in co-operation 
with the Orthodox bodies. 

Without delay the archbishop, together with the Russian Catho¬ 
lic exarch Fedorov and the Orthodox bishops, lodged a sharp protest 
with the Commissariat of Justice, but without avail.^ Soon after¬ 
wards the commissariat demanded that a delegate be sent in order 
to discuss details involved in carrying out the instruction. Monsignor 
Budkiewicz, already engaged as intermediary between the govern¬ 
ment and the archbishop, was delegated; and the government in- 

^Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorowie archidyecezji mohylow^ 
skiej (Pinsk, 1930), p. 182; Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 1. 

^ Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorowie . . ., pp. 182-183; Antoni 
Okolo-Kulak, Koscidl w Rosji, dawniej, obecnie i w przyszlosci (Cracow, 1928), 
pp. 26-27. The Kronika dates the instruction September 30, 1918. 

® Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 1. 
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formed him that the separation of Church and State involved three 
areas in particular: (1) tlie churches and church property;. (2) the 
parochial registers of births, marriages and deaths, which were now 
to be transferred to the control of the government; (3) control of 
the administration and income of cemeteries. Monsignor Budkie- 
\vicz, speaking in the name of the archbishop, agreed that an 
arrangement, amicable and complete, could be reached with the 
archbishop about the registers, but any renunciation of property 
must be done in negotiations between the government and the 
Apostolic See itself.® 

When it became clear that the government intended to enforce 
the decree in the sense of the instruction—by force if need be—the 
Catholic clergy, mostly of St. Petersburg, began to hold a series of 
consultations. These conferences, originally held under the leader¬ 
ship of Archbishop Ropp, continued from December 18, 1918, until 
April 7, 1920. There were at least thirteen such consultations, whose 
purpose was not to oppose the law but to seek ways of reconciling 
the church law with the civil law, so as to enable the Church to 
sundve the revolutionary times. The problems facing the Church 
in Russia formed the substance of the discussions and reports, and 
the attitudes to be taken to these problems were also studied: tlie 
decree of separation, the instruction, the seizure of church property, 
the nature of communism, the possibility of a Catliolic belonging to 
tlie Communist Party.’’^ 

At an important meeting in the first half of December 1918, 
Monsignor Budkiewicz read to the assembled clergy a document in 
which, with the consent of Archbishop Ropp, he proposed that the 
clergy ignore, as being contrary to canon law, the form of the agree¬ 
ment pubhshed in the instruction and ordered to be signed by 
parishioners who were to receive from the government the use of 
the fabric of the church and the articles of worship. The representa¬ 
tives of the parishes must point out to tlie government that the 
Church cannot be deprived of its independence, and the government 
must be satisfied \vith accepting a form wliich would transfer church 

® Ibid., p. 2; Jan Wasilewski, Arctjbiskupi i administratorowie . . ., p. 183; 
McCuUagh, op. cit., p. 161. 

^ N. V. Krylenko, Sudebnye rechi, 1922-1930 (Moscow, 1931), p. 17; 
^^cCullagh, op cit., pp. 156-517; Milich, op. cit., p. 106. 
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property only to the custody of parishioners. Should the government 
refuse to accede to this demand, the parishioners representing the 
parish must insist that they be allowed to introduce into the govern¬ 
ment s form of agreement such corrections and modifications as 
would make the document acceptable to Catholics. If this were 
refused by the government, then the parishioners may sign—but 
only under the protest that they sign under compulsion. Moreover, 
the representatives of the parishes must not rush to renounce church 
property, but should wait and procrastinate as much as possible. 
Finally, priests ought to keep one copy of the parish registers out¬ 
side the church, and deposit another copy with the diocesan con¬ 
sistory. If the authorities demand the registers, they must be told 
that the registers have been sent to the diocesan consistory.® 

It was only at a conference on March 27, 1919, that definite plans 
were laid for organization of Catholic committees to protect eccle¬ 
siastical property. As a result of this meeting. Archbishop Ropp 
published in the Mohylew diocesan Chronicle a circular letter dated 
April 2, 1919, which outlined the plan of conduct for the Catholic 
parishes of Russia. Perhaps it was felt that the uncompromising atti¬ 
tude of Monsignor Budkiewicz was somewhat unrealistic for revo¬ 
lutionary times. Moreover, Archbishop Ropp was convinced that 
the Bolshevik government would not last very long, that it was but 
a phase in a revolutionary era. Hence, he looked upon the arrange¬ 
ments of committees as temporary expedients to save the property 
of the Church and to save the Church itself in Russia.^ In this 
circular letter, therefore, the archbishop permitted the parochial 
clergy to organize committees of parishioners to take over church 
property and thus protect it. These committees, furthermore, were 
to protect the churches and their valuables against irreligious forces. 
If the government insisted upon the signing of agreements, then 
they were to be signed but every effort must be made to avoid 
obnoxious conditions. The committees, in close dependence on the 
pastors, would take over the church property, so far as the govern¬ 
ment was concerned, protect it within the bounds of canonical 
prescription, sign the agreements with the government, and under- 

sOZ (Moscow, 1923), pp. 2-3; see also McCullagh, op, cit., pp. 160-161. 

^ Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 2; OZ, p. 2; Krylenko, op. cit., p. 20; McCul¬ 
lagh, op. cit., pp. 159, 210, 233; Milich, “Protsess . . .,” op. cit., p. 110. 
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take to find means to help support the clergy and the church fabric. 
Since the total effectiveness of the committees depended on their 
close co-operation and co-ordination, the archbishop proposed estab¬ 
lishment of a central committee—to be formed by each of the 
parochial committees selecting two members to participate in the 
central committee. The tasks of this central committee were to con¬ 
duct relations with the central government within the parochial 
committees’ competence, to supervise the united action of all the 
parochial committees, to assist the local committees in achieving 
their ends, and to organize in St. Petersburg the necessary means 
for the support of ecclesiastical government, including the support 
of the archdiocesan curia, the archbishop, the auxiliary, the chapter, 
and the seminary.^® 

Organization, therefore, began. Some agreements had already 
been signed when there was imminent danger of having the church 
closed unless an agreement were signed. A critical instance was the 
church and chapel of the Theological Academy with its library of 
70,000 volumes and an especially good section of Polonica, This 
library, founded by Peter Skarga (1536-1612) in Wilno, was a 
precious national and historic monument. As to the Academy 
chapel, about fifty persons arrived to sign the agreement, among 
them some Orthodox who had come to sign on behalf of Catholics. 
The chapel was entrusted to Father Michael Dmochowski, and 
the agreement signed and sent to the local Soviet in St. Petersburg.^^ 

The organization of Cathohcs had hardly begun, when Archbishop 
Ropp was arrested on April 19,1919. Rumors of his arrest had drifted 
out to the Western world as early as February, when on February 
2, 1919, the papal secretary of state. Cardinal Peter Gasparri, lodged 
a vigorous protest with Lenin himself, demanding the instant release 
of the archbishop. Lenin replied immediately to Cardinal Gasparri 
that the archbishop had not been arrested, but that his nephew had 
been arrested for speculation.^^ In April, however, there was no 
error. Bolshevik extremists wished to shoot the archbishop out of 
hand, but cooler heads prevailed and planned to use him in an 

Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 2; OZ, pp. 3-6; Krylenko, op. cit., p. 17; 
McCullagh, op. cit., p. 158; Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratoTOwie ..., 
pp. 183-184. 

KW, March 19, 1920. i^ OR, April 2, 1919. 
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exchange of prisoners to liberate Karl Radek, the communist leader, 
who was in a German prison. 

The archbishop’s place of confinement was in Grochov Prison, 
St. Petersburg, but it was continually changed, undoubtedly for 
security reasons; his arrest, however, failed to halt Gatholic activity. 
The eventuality of his arrest had been foreseen, so immediately 
Archbishop Gieplak took over the government and leadership of the 
Ghurch in Russia, in accordance with the declaration left at the 
curia by Archbishop Ropp himself.^^ 

Archbishop Gieplak’s very first act in assuming authority was to 
address a circular to the Gatholics of Russia, requesting prayers for 
their imprisoned metropolitan. Nor did he rest with that for, after 
futile efforts in St. Petersburg to obtain the release of the archbishop, 
he sent a telegram to Moscow to the Gouncil of People’s Gommissars 
(Sovnarkom) and at the same time sent a delegation of Gatholics 
from St. Petersburg to Moscow.^^ The affair seemed likely to issue 
successfully, when on May 16, 1919, the vice-chairman of Narkom- 
nats, S. S. Pestkowski, informed Archbishop Gieplak that the metro¬ 
politan’s arrest would be changed to house arrest. Indeed, on May 
24, 1919, the archbishop and Monsignor Anthony Malecki visited 
the metropolitan. 

In order to strengthen the impression of Gatholic sohdarity, on 
May 25, 1919, after services in St. Gatherine’s church conducted by 
Archbishop Gieplak, there was a huge procession of Gatholics— 
reported as being 13,000—to the building which housed the head¬ 
quarters of the Cheka (the Ghrezvichaina Kommissiia, the Extraor¬ 
dinary Gommission in Gharge of Security, i.e., the secret police) in 
hopes of thus winning the release of the metropolitan, but to no 
avail. During the night following the demonstration there were 

Kronika . . January 1920, pp. 3, 4-6. The next place of confinement was 
Shlaperna Prison. On May 16 the archbishop was placed in the house of the 
police inspector; at the end of June he was transferred to a prison at Viborg. 
For an eyewitness account of the harsh conditions in Grochov prison, see Jan 
Wasilewski, W szponach Antychrysta: Wspomnienia ksi^dza z Rosji Bolsze- 
wickiej (Cracow, 1932), pp. 31-34, where Wasilewski, a fellow prisoner of 
the archbishop, describes the conditions of 170 people jammed into two small 
rooms. See also ibid., pp. 34-45, for a description of the archbishop's imprison¬ 
ment in Shlaperna prison, formerly used only for political prisoners; its inmates 
during the archbishop's confinement were aristocracy and intelligentsia. 

Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 5. 
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attempts by the police to seize a number of clergymen, but the 
attempt failed for the clergy managed to hide.^^ 

Archbishop Cieplak personally visited the headquarters of the 
Cheka in order to negotiate the release of the metropolitan and of 
the clergy arrested after him: Fathers Ladislas Issajewicz (who was 
about 80 years of age), John Wasilewski, Anthony Racewicz, and 
Aleksei Zerchaninov, a Russian rite Catholic priest. Another delega¬ 
tion was sent to Moscow with Father Stanislas Ejsmont at the head 
of it. In co-operation with the archdiocesan central committee Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak sent a telegram to the president of the Council of 
Ministers in Warsaw through the Commissariat of Foreign Affairs; 
for the metropohtan and the other priests seemed to have been 
imprisoned as Polish hostages. Undoubtedly, the arrest of Arch¬ 
bishop Ropp and the other priests was timed with the Polish offen¬ 
sive, which by Eastertide, April 19, 1919, had driven the Bolshevik 
forces out of Wilno. Still another delegation went to Moscow, but 
failed as completely as did the other two. On June 20, 1919, Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak again telegraphed Pestkowski, reminding him that 
his former assurances had so far been without effect; the arch¬ 
diocesan central committee sent a similar telegram. The reaction to 
all this was that on July 5, 1919, the metropohtan was transferred to 
Moscow and lodged successively in the notorious Lubianka prison 
and then in the Butyrka prison. After a few days he was permitted 
to reside at the parish of the Immaculate Conception, on the condi¬ 
tion that he would not undertake any parochial duties or the govern¬ 
ment of his archdiocese. Still he remained in contact with Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak, Monsignor Budkiewicz, and even with the papal 
nuncio in Warsaw, Achille Ratti.^^ 

Thus the news of Archbishop Ropp’s imprisonment reached Bene¬ 
dict XV (1914-1922) in Rome. The pope, first of all, made use of 
the good oflSces of King Christian (1906-1947) of Denmark to send 
a telegram from the papal secretary of state. Cardinal Gasparri, to 
Lenin himself. After July 10, when the metropolitan had been 
allowed to reside at the parish of the Immaculate Conception, the 
Apostolic See availed itself of the good oflBces of the Polish govem- 

KP, September 5, 1919; Kronika . . Januar)^ 1920, p. 5. 

Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 6; KP, September 5, 1919; Jan Wasilewski, 
Arcybiskupi i administratorowie . . pp. 172-173, 184-185. 
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ment, proposing that Archbishop Ropp be exchanged for Bolshevik 
prisoners being held in Poland. It proved impossible to exchange 
the archbishop under these conditions. Finally, Monsignor Achille 
Ratti, the nuncio in Poland, presented a memorandum to the Bolshe¬ 
vik plenipotentiaries by means of the Polish Red Cross. The Bol¬ 
sheviks then recognized Archbishop Ropp as a subject of the pope, 
with whom the Soviet government was not at war. Therefore, 
because of the regard shown to George Chicherin, the commissar of 
foreign affairs, and because of the age and sufferings already under¬ 
gone by the archbishop, the government agreed to the immediate 
release of the archbishop as a subject of the pope and in exchange 
for Radek.^”^ The archbishop started for Poland on November 17, 
1919, and arrived in Warsaw, November 27, 1919, in the evening.^® 
The imprisonment and exile of Archbishop Ropp did not leave the 
Church leaderless in Russia; into the position of authority stepped 
Archbishop Cieplak, a man of heroic mould, as is suggested by his 
willingness to replace the metropolitan in prison. However, the new 
administrator did not find universal support among his clergy; some 
indeed thought him too weak for the diflBcult times that faced the 
Church.^^ Nonetheless, with the removal of the metropohtan, new 
problems faced the Catholic authorities in St. Petersburg. The effort 
to find a workable relationship with the Soviet authorities had 
failed, and even the signing of agreements had not improved rela¬ 
tions with the government. Inspection of churches was frequently 
combined with sacrilege, as, for instance, at Gatchina, when the 
species of the Eucharist were cast upon the floor.^® Archbishop 
Ropp’s arrest had been followed by other arrests; news from the 
distant parts of the Empire was alarming.^^ Bolsheviks were report- 

OR, December 28, 1919, and March 22, 23, 1920. 

OR, December 28, 1919; Franciszek Rutkowski, Arcyhiskup Jan Cieplak 
(Warsaw, 1934), p. 166, a valuable biography, for Father Rutkowski was active 
in Russia and was also one of the priests tried in 1923. For a popular biography 
in English see Joseph Ledit, Archbishop John Cieplak (Montreal, 1964). 

OR, March 22, 23, 1920; see Jan Ostrowski, Z za Kulis Kurji biskupiej to 
Leningradzie (Moscow, 1929), p. 221, for a letter of Troigo to Archbishop 
Ropp, July 1, 1921: “At the head of the government of the archdiocese, as 
Your Excellency knows, there stands a man . . . without principle and will, 
without any talent for rule in normal times, to say nothing of the present 
times .... In critical times, when the good of the Church demanded it, we 
forcibly pushed the archbishop into action. . . 

Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 4. 21 p. 6. 



80 


Descent Into Darkness 


edly arresting or killing priests, seizing church property, and nation¬ 
alizing churches—and Cathohcs were abandoning Russia in a flood. 
To add to the confusion, postal and railroad communications broke 
down. The number of priests available to minister to the needs of 
Cathohcs decreased daily, and there was no seminary and no Theo¬ 
logical Academy to brighten the future. Finally the Bolsheviks 
removed children and adolescents as far as possible from the influ¬ 
ence of rehgion in order to demoralize them, as the Cathohcs saw 
the situation.^^ 

From the beginning there had been among the clergy opponents 
to Archbishop Ropp’s pohcy of signing the agreements with the 
Bolshevik government; the chief exponent of this viewpoint was 
Monsignor Budkiewicz. The monsignor did not consider Ropp’s 
opinions quite canonical, especially his opinion about concluding 
agreements with the Soviets before obtaining the permission of the 
pope to do so. He considered the unauthorized signatures fictitious.^^ 
Monsignor Budkiewicz demanded a strictly legal course; he felt, 
too, that events had refuted the archbishop's basic contention that 
the Soviet government would not last very long. The monsignor 
thought that instead of the fictitious, temporary agreements, a 
permanent settlement could be made in time by energetic repre¬ 
sentations to the Soviet government and by negotiations with the 
Vatican; and, in fact, he tried to find a modus vivendi but met gov¬ 
ernmental obstruction at every tum.^^ 

OR, April 2, 1920; Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorowie . . ., 
p. 174. While it is sometimes said that the role of the government toward the 
Church was rather passive during the Civil War, e.g., John S. Curtiss, The 
Russian Church and the Soviet State (Boston, 1953), pp. 106, 196, reports 
that diplomatic agents of the allied government indicate how the agents of 
the Bolshevik government were actively persecuting church and clergy. See, 
for instance, A Collection of Reports on Rolshevism in Russia (London, 1919), 
where reports from Vladivostok tell of twenty-five priests shot at Perm (p. 26), 
churches being closed, and a bishop being buried ahve (p. 28); a report from 
the consular oflBcer at Ekaterinenburg transmitted via Vladivostok told that 
the Bolsheviks in 1919 were particularly oppressing the Orthodox clergy and 
religion (p. 42), and that thirty Orthodox priests had been massacred at Osa 
(p. 43)—actions that hardly represent a passive policy. See also the New York 
Times, February 15, 1919, for the letter of Archbishop Sylvester of Omsk to 
the archbishop of Canterbury, Randall Thomas Davidson. 

^^Pravda, March 24, 1923; Krylenko, op. cit., pp. 20, 32; McCuUagh, op. 
cit., p. 208. 

Krylenko, op. cit., pp. 18-20; McCullagh, op. cit., p. 259; OZ, pp. 10-11. 
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Archbishop Cieplak also felt the problem of the arrangements 
made under the old policy. He especially objected to the “twenties” 
which were so destructive of unity and made possible infiltration by 
communists. In other areas, too, he felt it necessary to disagree with 
Archbishop Ropp, for Cieplak was convinced that the government 
of the Soviets would last a long time, an unvarying personal opinion 
of his.^® 

As early as September 12, 1919, Archbishop Cieplak issued a 
circular in which he very deary and forcibly declared his views of 
the canonical problems and the canonical principles involved. 
Church property, he declared, and especially the articles of worship, 
are the inviolable and sacred property of the church, because they 
had been dedicated by the donors for the service of the church 
exclusively and because they had been consecrated, and thus set 
apart from worldly uses. Therefore, to take possession of them, to 
hand them over to unauthorized persons, and “to execute agreements 
or other civil documents about them without the permission of the 
ecclesiastical authorities,” is not only a violation of the rights of the 
church but also a profanation and a sacrilege, in which consequently 
no Catholic can co-operate. On the other hand, church property, 
that is, the temporal goods of the church, is also inviolate, because 
it has been given to the church by benefactors for the church’s own 
use. On this account, wrote the archbishop, an energetic protest 
must be made against nationalization of such property. Should 
nationalization be carried out, the archbishop called upon all parish¬ 
ioners to do their part in defense of the church, by renewing their 
protests to obtain justice and respect for their rights.^® 

The clerical conferences, too, held on January 8, 1920, and Jan¬ 
uary 23, 1920, reviewed the relations of the Church to communism 
in general. At the meeting of January 8, 1920, the question was 
raised about the possibility of a Catholic belonging to the Com¬ 
munist Party, and a resolution was passed denying that a Catholic 
could do so. The meeting also voted to buy communist publications 
and works on communism, so that the clergy might be better in- 

Kronika . . ., January 1920, p. 3; Pravda, March 24, 1923; McCullagh, 
op. cit., pp. 202-203. 

Kronika ..., January 1920, p. 3; Krylenko, op. cit., p. 18; McCullagh, 
op. cit., pp. 161-162. 
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formed and thus better equipped to instruct their listeners. The 
archbishop requested Father Witold Iwicki to prepare a report on 
the subject for the next meeting. At the next meeting, January 23, 
1920, the report after being read and discussed had emphasized 
the incompatibility of a Cathohc joining the Communist Party.^~ 

However, the meeting of February 18, 1920, was more decisive in 
establishing a hne of conduct to be followed. Here the problem of 
the central committee was discussed, and the clergy agreed that 
one of the functions of the committee should be to protect the 
Church against persecution. Archbishop Cieplak proposed that the 
work of the parochial committee should be to make the parishioners 
acquainted with the actual state of afiFairs in order to pass from the 
defensive to the offensive, to obtain freedom for rehgious instruction 
in the school buildings, and to remove obstacles to the performance 
of religious duties.^® 

Monsignor Budkiewicz supported this line of pohcy by a docu¬ 
ment on the question of signing the agreements imder existing con¬ 
ditions. He declared that the signing of the agreements in 1918 
had been dictated by expediency and the expectation that the 
Bolshevik regime would soon fall; but inasmuch as this expectation 
had proved erroneous, there now existed no legal basis for signing 
these agreements without the previous consent of the Holy See. 
Therefore to sign the documents would be to deprive one’s self of 
Holy Communion and to break away from the Church. The mon¬ 
signor, enumerating some of the reasons against signing, declared 
it would suflBce to explain to the Bolsheviks that it was against the 
law of the Church. He was convinced, too, that though the Bolshe¬ 
viks would put pressure on Catholics to sign the agreements, they 
would not really close and sequestrate the churches for they were 
sensitive to European public opinion. Finally, he felt that refusal 
to sign would give Cathohcs a tactical advantage, as the Bolsheviks 
would then have to deal with a population that had not committed 
itself by agreements and would have to reckon more carefully with 
a population in protest tlian with one in retreat.^^ 

Prudent as the monsignor s plan might have been in less turbulent 

OZ, pp. 6-9; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 157, 205. 

28 OZ, pp. 9-10; McCullagh, p. 158. 

2^ Milich “Protsess . . op. cit., p. 106; McCullagh, op. cit., p. 159. 
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times or with an enemy less consistent, it showed a misunderstand¬ 
ing of the ultimate objective of Bolshevik action against religion. 
It supposed that the Bolshevik government would be satisfied with 
the attainment of limited objectives, e.g., the separation of Church 
and State, the nationalization of churches and schools, the elimina¬ 
tion of ecclesiastical privilege; certainly, it failed to take into con¬ 
sideration that the total objective of the Bolshevik government 
included the complete destruction and disappearance of religion 
from the new social order being built by communists. Hence, the 
strategy of Monsignor Budkiewicz avoided disaster as little as did 
the strategy of Archbishop Ropp, because no strategy could avoid it. 

The clergy, therefore, in line with the new policy began to refuse 
to sign new agreements and to reject the agreements that had been 
made. Over and above this overt rejection of the agreements. Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak organized secret schools of religious instruction for 
the children and youth in St. Petersburg and established in Moscow 
regular theological courses. Under the guidance of Monsignor Ma- 
lecki, the archbishop established a secret'seminary to help supply 
the dwindling number of clergy. The Theological Academy had 
already been transferred from St. Petersburg to Lublin for the 
school year of 1918-1919.^® 

In 1920 St. Catherine’s church in St. Petersburg, known as “the 
converts’ church,” organized a popular lecture series for Catholics 
and non-Catholics; these lectures were given every Monday evening, 
and were carried on until 1923. They touched all the pertinent reli¬ 
gious topics of the day; nor were they the exclusive monopoly of 
the clergy. Indeed, the clergy gave but one lecture of the four a 
month. These lectures were given in a strictly nonnational spirit; 
Monsignor Budkiewicz presented this view strongly when a national 
clash arose: “On our part we can honestly say that we have done our 
utmost to get rid of purely national bitternesses which have caused 
so many misunderstandings in the past. We are neither Poles nor 
Lithuanians nor Letts, when we deal with you. We are simply 
Catholics. Why can you not be simply Orthodox, and then we could 
meet on the ground of purely religious divergences? This would 
ease the position. Do you not see that we have fully mastered your 

Fohka, August 18, 1918; Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratoro- 
wie . . ., pp. 175, 181; Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 93-111, 172-187. 




84 


Descent Into Darkness 


language and your ways and your customs, hitherto strange to us, 
and we have done all this in order to be better equipped to help 
you, when you may have need of us? We will not come unasked. 
All we claim in return is sympathy and understanding and peace.”^^ 
The parish clergy in St. Petersburg can in no sense be accused of 
following a line of narrow nationalism.^- 

Inasmuch as the Bolshevik attack was directed against all reh- 
gions, the Cathohc Church in Russia began to look for a land of 
‘‘collective security” by co-operating with the other rehgious groups 
in Russia. Excellent relations had been maintained between the 
Russian Cathohc Church of Oriental Rite and the Old Behevers. As 
far back as 1916 and 1917 conversations were held with the Old 
Behevers, initiated by Bishop Innocent of Nizhni-Novgorod and 
Bishop Gerontii of Petrograd. Bishop Innocent went so far as to 
express hope of coming to an agreement with the Cathohcs.^^ 

As the revolutionary ferment grew and the Bolsheviks seized 
power, the need was felt for closer co-operation with the Orthodox, 
especiaUy against the atheistic propaganda that was being broad¬ 
cast throughout the vast land. This idea originated with Exarch 
Fedorov, upon whom the Latin bishops rehed to make contacts with 
the Orthodox with a view to resisting also the nationalization of 
church property. Meetings often took place in the apartments of 
Monsignor Budkiewicz, who was, indeed, interested in a more 
uncompromising pohcy toward the Soviet government in the matter 
of the church agreements. Among the clergy who attended these 
meetings aimed at co-operation was the Orthodox metropohtan of 
St. Petersburg himself, i.e.. Metropolitan Benjamin, who was later 
executed by the Bolsheviks for his stand against the seizure of 
church valuables.^^ 

In the effort to win die sympathy and co-operation of the Ortho¬ 
dox Church, the papacy played a striking and important role, even 

Martha E. Almedingen, The Catholic Church in Russia Today (New York, 
1923), pp. 57-58. 

See Almedingen, op. cit., pp. 54-63, where the author vindicates the 
Polish Cathohc clergy from the charge of a narrow Polish nationalism in Rus¬ 
sia, a charge all too frequently repeated by Bolshevik propagandists. 

Kolpinskij, “Pocz^tki katolicyzmu wschodniego obrz^dku w Rosji,” 
Kosciot katmicki W Rosji: Materialy do jego historji i organizacji (Warsaw, 
1932), p. 30. 

Kolpinskij, ibid, pp. 29-30; Mihch, “Protsess . . . ,” op. cit., p. 107. 
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if it was not always effective in obtaining the desired results. When 
the first rumors of the execution of the tsar and the heir reached 
Western Europe in July 1918, there was no news as yet of the 
massacre of the entire imperial family. Benedict XV interested him¬ 
self in the fate of the empress and her daughters. He asked the 
Bolshevik government to transfer the imperial widow and the grand 
duchesses to some neutral country, where the papacy undertook to 
provide for them. However, news came through the Austrian consul 
in Munich in Bavaria, that the Bolsheviks did not know the where¬ 
abouts of the tasarina and the grand duchesses.^^ 

More calculated to win the friendship of the Orthodox were the 
papal moves to relieve the persecution of the Orthodox as such. 
In 1919 the president of the Supreme Administration of the Ortho¬ 
dox Church in areas not taken by the Bolsheviks, Sylvester, the 
archbishop of Omsk, addressed a letter to Benedict XV. The letter 
was dated February 7, 1919. Addressing the pope as “Venerable 
Father,” Archbishop Sylvester described the horrors of Bolshevik 
conduct toward the Orthodox Church: the churches of the Moscow 
Kremlin, of Yaroslav, and Simferopol sacked, other churches dese¬ 
crated, the Metropolitan Vladimir of Kiev, five bishops, and hun¬ 
dreds of priests murdered. He begged the Holy Father by reason 
of human sympathy and brotherly Christian feeling to intervene as 
representative of the Christian church.^® After the pope’s reply of 
reassurance to Archbishop Sylvester, Cardinal Gasparri, the papal 
secretary of state, telegraphed Lenin, declaring that a reliable source 
had informed the Vatican that the ministers of the Russian Orthodox 
Church were being persecuted. The Holy Father, wrote Cardinal 
Gasparri, demanded that ministers of every rehgion whatsoever be 
respectfully treated.^"^ 

George Chicherin, the commissar of foreign affairs, replied in a 
lengthy note that the source mentioned by Cardinal Gasparri was 
undoubtedly in error. The separation of Church and State had been 
effected, and religion was treated as a strictly private affair. He 
guaranteed that no minister of the Orthodox Church was persecuted 

35 OR, June 28, 1918, July 22, 23, 24, 26, 1918, August 3, 1918, and October 
14, 1918. 

3« OR, July 2, 1919. 

3^ OR, April 2, 1919; “Sluzhiteli kulta v sovetskoi vlasti,” Revolutsiia i 
tserkov. Nos. 3-5 (1919), pp. 52-53. 
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for his religious beliefs; on the other hand, any one of the clergy 
who would engage in conspiratorial and counterrevolutionary activ¬ 
ity would be subjected to the laws and punishments as other citizens 
of the State. The commissar noted, too, that the Vatican had failed 
to denounce the amassing of wealth by the clerical orders; nor had 
the Vatican noticed the frauds, such as relics, by which the clergy of 
the Orthodox Church had maintained their domination. In view of 
the papal protest against persecution of the Orthodox Church, the 
commissar felt it unfortunate that the Vatican had not protested 
against the atrocities committed against the Russian people by the 
Czechoslovaks, by the governments of Kolchak, Denikin, and 
Petliiura, and the present leaders of Poland.^® The ironic denial of 
persecution just at the moment when the arrest of Archbishop Ropp 
impended suggests the reliability of the Bolshevik diplomatic cor¬ 
respondence of this period. 

Another occasion oflFered itself to increase sympathetic contact 
with the Orthodox Church when an attempt had been made on the 
life of Patriarch Tikhon in the summer of 1919. Imprisoned though 
he was. Archbishop Ropp had managed to write a letter of sympa¬ 
thy to the patriarch. The patriarch, after excusing his delay in 
replying because of his wound, congratulated the archbishop on his 
situation having improved, an obvious reference to the archbishop’s 
taking up residence at the parish of the Immaculate Conception. 
The patriarch expressed his gratitude for the papal intervention, 
for in the perilous times fraternal charity was especially dear. He 
would be especially grateful if the archbishop would find a means of 
expressing to His Holiness the patriarch’s sincere gratitude for this 
most Christian action.^^ 

In spite of this very friendly attitude expressed here freely, 
Tikhon, under pressure from the Bolsheviks, repudiated any rap¬ 
prochement with the Vatican. Whether this was the real sentiment of 
the patriarch is doubtful, in light of the statement he made when 
free of the Bolsheviks.^® Thus, ultimately the prospects of co¬ 
operation were destroyed at a time when that co-operation was 

88 OR, April 2, 1919; Pravda, March 15, 1919. 

8® OR, August 1, 1923; S. Tyszkiewicz, Sovetskoe hezhozhie i papstvo (Rome, 
1950), p. 3, written from the Roman Catholic viewpoint. 

^ OR, August 1, 1923; Tyszkiewicz, op. cit., p. 4. 
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most necessary to the survival in freedom. The long ecclesiastical 
conflict, as bitter as it was long, bore evil fruit even in modem times. 

Foreseeably, these new tactics of the Cathohcs in Russia were such 
as to provoke a vigorous reaction by the Soviet government to this 
challenge to its authority. Arrests followed, and the years 1919 and 
1920 were the worst for the Cathohc Church during the period 
of War Communism. Ignatius Dubowski, the bishop of Luck- 
Zytomierz, on October 28, 1919, in an appeal to the Polish bishops 
and Pohsh government in Warsaw described the full horrors of Bol¬ 
shevik occupation after the German withdrawal: massacres of both 
Poles and Ruthenians of every class, and burial ahve—these horrors 
exposed by a commission on which Bishop Dubowski had a repre¬ 
sentative. The Bolsheviks tried to seize the seminary and the church 
in order to convert it into a theater. After an attempt to assassinate 
the bishop had failed, news of the intention to arrest him caused 
the bishop and his chaplain to flee and hide five days and nights 
in tombs; only the rehef of Zytomierz by the Poles and Pethura re¬ 
stored order temporarily. But liberation did not come soon enough to 
save Fathers Boleslas Lisiecki, Theophilus Szeptycki, and Adolph 
Kowalski.^^ 

Aloysius Kessler, the bishop of Tiraspol, resided at Saratov. The 
original national base was formed of the Germans who had settled 
in the Volga region at the request of Catherine II, in which region 
in 1914 there were 192 German colonies in the provinces of Saratov 
and Samara; of these, 38 were Catholic. In 1914, the Black Sea 
region had 1,077 colonies, and the Cathohcs there numbered 195,- 
641 according to the census of 1897. The nationalities included in 
the diocese of Tiraspol were Russians, Poles, Armenians, Kirghiz, 
Circassians, Ossetins, Daghestanis, Germans, French and Italians.^^ 

On August 14, 1918, the Bolsheviks had entered Saratov, accord¬ 
ing to the letter sent by Bishop Kessler to a friend on December 7, 
1919. They occupied his house, the seminary, the curia, the property 

OR, December 13, 1919; Okolo-Kulak, op cit., p. 28; M. Tokarzewsld, 
Przyczynek do historji mgczenstwa rzymsko-katolickiego w dyecezjach kamie- 
nieckiej i lucko-zytomierskiej, 1863-1930 (Luck, 1931), p. 28. 

Richard J. Bollig, *‘The German Catholic Schools in Southern Russia, 
The Catholic University of America Educational Research Monographs (Wash¬ 
ington, 1931), pp. vi, 609, 622. 
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of the seminary and the cathedral church. The bishop walked ten 
days to Odessa, where he arrived ill. There the Bolsheviks tried to 
arrest him, after they found a letter of his in which he had threat¬ 
ened Catholics with excommunication if they favored the Bolshe¬ 
viks. Following the withdrawal of the French and Germans, the 
Bolsheviks inflicted unspeakable horrors about them. The rector of 
the seminary was arrested and spent days before the revolutionary 
tribunal. The bishop would undoubtedly have been arrested, had he 
not been hidden by friends. Three priests had been slain. Bishop 
Kessler had no contact with Saratov, but before escaping he had 
appointed vicars general for various parts of the diocese.^^ 

Even Archbishop Cieplak failed to escape the intensified anti- 
Catholic drive. On March 31, 1920, he preached a sermon in St. 
Catherine’s church, wliich the government construed as filled with 
an anti-Soviet spirit; the police interpreted this as sanctioning the 
anti-Soviet spirit and activities of the lower clergy, for whom they 
held him morally and actually responsible. In order to cut off the 
open “antirevolutionary” activity carried on under a “religious” 
guise, the Petrograd Cheka arrested the Catholic archbishop on 
Holy Thursday, 1920. At the investigation the archbishop stated that 
he considered himself a Soviet citizen, that he held loyalty to the 
Soviet government to be his duty, and that co-operation with its 
enemies was not permissible for Cathohcs. The Catholics of St. 
Petersburg organized protests and public manifestations against the 
arrest of the archbishop; in fact, they were able to win to their side 
some 800 marines. The Cheka found, therefore, that no connection 
could be established between the archbishop and Polish agents; it 
demanded a written statement that neither he nor his clergy would 
engage in political activity. It also tried to extort from him an 
approval of all the decrees issued by the government, but this the 
archbishop consistently refused to give.^^ In order to emphasize 

^3 OR, February 15, 1920. 

Okoio-Kuiak, op. cit., p. 28; Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratoro- 
wie . . . , p. 175, where the author erroneously puts the arrest in the year 1921; 
OR, April 24, 1920. See also Jan Wasilewski, W szponach Antychrysta . . ., 
pp. 72-78, for a description of the archbishop's arrest and cross-examination; 
Dzierzyhsld himself conducted the examination; according to Wasilewski, W 
szponach . . ., p. 75, Catholic officers from the Red Nav>' and Catholic sailors 
played a decisive role. 
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its position, the Cheka on April 17, 1920, informed the representa¬ 
tives of the Polish clergy that the smallest attempt at anti-Soviet 
activity would be mercilessly punished. It felt that the arrest of 
Archbishop Cieplak had had its eflFect, namely, halting what the 
Cheka considered anti-Soviet activity.'*^ 

Another form of harassment applied by the Bolshevik government 
was the exposure of “fradulent” relics. By force of circumstances, 
the Orthodox Church was more subject to this particular pressure; 
and exposure of relics of traditional heroes like St. Tikhon Zadonskii, 
St. Cyril of Belozersk, and many others went on at a rapid and 
blasphemously merry pace.^^ On August 26, 1919, the Bolsheviks 
resolved to expose the remains of St. Andrew Bobola in Polock and 
ordered the Catholic clergy to send representatives for the opening 
of the grave. Strong protests by Archbishop Cieplak, the central 
committee, and a demonstration by Catholic workers from the 
Putilov works caused the Bolsheviks to give up their plan, and the 
remains of St. Andrew Bobola remained undisturbed until 1922.“*^ 
Among the more serious losses of the Church in Russia at this 
time was the loss of the chapel of the Theological Academy. On 
June 5, 1920, the Catholic Committee, whose chairman was Alex¬ 
ander Pawlowski, a prominent Catholic layman in St. Petersburg, 
was ordered by the local commissar for the separation of Church 
and State to surrender the chapel of the Theological Academy. 
Before leaving the Academy chapel, they were to prepare an 
inventory, but they were not told where to send the inventory. The 
committee protested to the chief authorities in St. Petersburg, on 
the grounds that the chapel was but a wing of the Academy, that 
the valuable historical frescoes were under the protection of the 
Polish Liquidation Commission; and they petitioned for protection 
against the unwarranted demands of local officials. The Commis- 

^^“Rabota petrogradzkikh ksendzov,” Revolutsiia i tserkov. Nos. 6-8 (1920), 
pp. 102-103; Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 214. 

^ For reports on the exposure of Orthodox saints’ relics, see Pravda, April 
4, 23, 1919; M Gorev, “Vskrytie moshchei Tikhona Zadonskogo i Mitrofana 
Voronezhskogo,” Revolutsiia i tserkov. No. 2 (1919), pp. 9-23. For a table 
of relics exposed during 1918, 1919, and 1920 see Revolutsiia i tserkov Nos. 
9-12 (1920hpp. 74-81. 

Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratoroxcie . . ., p. 174; Kronika . . ., 
Janiiar)' 1920, pp. 6-7. 
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sariat of Justice on June 16, 1920, investigated the charges and 
confirmed the complaints but, nevertheless, sealed the chapel; and 
it was no longer xmder the control of the committee. 

Once again on November 5, 1920, the neighboring parish com¬ 
mittee received from the new chairman of the commission for the 
separation of Chiurch and State an order for a new inventory of 
the chapel with a view of closing it. Pawiowsld, Father Troigo, and 
Archbishop Cieplak lodged a new protest with the Commissariat of 
Justice, Without injecting propaganda into the affair they based 
their protest on the rehgious needs of the populace; the essence of 
the problem was rehgious, even though the affair involved Pohsh 
people. Here again the Orthodox tried to help protect the chapel; 
and the Protestants helped in the search for property stolen from 
the chapel and Academy. 

The moving force behind these activities was Archbishop Cieplak, 
who always turned to the representative of the Commissariat of 
Foreign Affairs in St. Petersburg, 1. E. ZoUdnd, or to the central 
authorities themselves. 

When ZoUcind stated that nothing further could be done about 
the stolen property until more information was obtained on the 
whereabouts of the stolen goods. Archbishop Cieplak sent this 
information, but there was no help forthcoming from the govern¬ 
ment. 

The committee, therefore, determined to question ZoUdnd per¬ 
sonally; so with Father Troigo and the layman Pawiowsld as 
leaders, the committee went to do their task, but ZoUdnd’s secretary 
informed them that they should put the matter into the hands of 
the Red Cross. However, a chance visitor, W. P. Hartmann, reported 
that ZoUdnd had informed him that the Red Cross had no authority 
to receive complaints. So, the matter ended with the committee 
sending ZoUdnd a protocol on the subject. The archbishop’s appeals 
to Moscow also remained without effect, and the chapel was lost 
as far as the Catholics of St. Petersburg were concerned.^® 


« KP, March 28, 1923. 
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The Catholic Church in Russia and 
International Problems 


As difficult as the internal situation in Russia made the position of 
the Catholic Church, greater diflBculties arose from comphcations 
in the world of international conflict. There was a twofold aspect to 
this problem, namely, insofar as Poland was in conflict with the 
Soviet government and insofar as papal diplomacy was construed 
by the Soviet government as pursuing objectives hostile to the 
Soviet government. 

The background included the disastrous experience of Cathohcs 
and Poles with the Bolshevik governments when the Bolsheviks in 
the Minsk and Mohylew provinces in November 1917, and that of 
Wilno in December 1917, had perpetrated crimes against the popu¬ 
lation and against the churches. When the Bolsheviks retreated 
before the German armies in February 1918, they reportedly 
plundered everything.^ 

It is no small wonder, then, that when in the spring of 1919 the 
PoHsh army began its advance to liberate the western provinces, 
the Cathohc population, including the Catholic clergy, welcomed 
them with open arms. The Soviet government criticized severely 
what they considered the “polonophile” activity of the Cathohc 
priests in Belorussia, who had declared that the Soviet government 
was but a temporary phenomenon, that the Polish legions would 

^ "‘Z ziem wschodnich od Rosji przez okupacj§ odci^tych,” Nardd i Panstwo 
(April 13, 1918), pp. 59-66. 
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soon come and hang every Bolshevik. The government muttered 
threats that this anti-Soviet activity of priests, or “ksendzov,’" and 
teachers in Polish schools would not go unpunished.^ Because of 
the indiscriminate rapine of tlie Bolsheviks when in occupation, 
both the Catholics and Orthodox were anti-Bolshevik in disposi¬ 
tion; moreover, the young people were reportedly joining the Poles 
against the Russian Bolsheviks and the old people were trying to 
associate themselves with those “of the Polish faith 

As the Polish army approached Minsk in August 1919, Bishop 
Zygmunt Lozihski issued two proclamations, one to the advancing 
Polish troops and the other to the people in Minsk. The address to 
the Polish troops welcomed them as liberators and crusaders against 
the enemies of God and society. Wishing to protect the local popu¬ 
lation from any harm, he called upon the soldiers to deal justly with 
the native population. The bishop also appealed to the population 
of Minsk to preserve peace and order and to beware of provocateurs. 
He assured the large Jewish population that there was no danger to 
them as Jews, and finally he appealed to the militia to do its work 
conscientiously.*^ 

On August 8, 1919, the Bolsheviks had withdrawn from Minsk, 
and the Polish troops entered the city. There was no street fighting. 
Then, on August 10,1919, the Polish troops gathered at the cathedral 
for a thanksgiving service, but Bishop Lozihski failed to get there in 
time to say mass, for he was still on his way from his hiding place 
in the forests. General Szeptycki proclaimed the return of Minsk to 
Poland after 146 years of separation, and in order to emphasize the 
fact that the entry of Polish troops symbolized not a conquest but a 
reunion of old provinces of the Commonwealth, proclaimed a 
civilian administration for the area.® 

The diplomatic and military developments centering around the 
aspirations of the Ukrainians also involved the Catholic Church in 
Russia in most serious problems at the same time that the Polish 
armies entered Belorussia. Upon the collapse of the Austro-Hun¬ 
garian Empire, an armed force of Ukrainians took possession of the 
city of Lwow on November 1, 1918; however, by November 22, 

^ Zhizn natsionalnostei (March 23, 1919; April 27, 1923). 

3 KP, June 1, 1919. 

* KP, August 5, 1919. 


" KP, August 10, 1919. 
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1918, the Polish element in the city had dislodged the Ukrainian 
force and the city was in Polish hands, though in the countryside 
the Ukrainian armed bands remained. 

The Peace Conference at Paris attempted to bring about a truce 
by means of a special commission and brought considerable pres¬ 
sure to bear upon Poland in the latter part of April 1919. When at 
this point the Ukrainian forces launched an offensive, the Poles 
managed in May 1919 to mount a counteroffensive that forced the 
Ukrainian troops to withdraw beyond the eastern boundary of 
Galicia, the river Zbrucz. By this time the Red Army, supporting the 
pro-Soviet Ukrainian government of Khristian Rakovskii, a Bul¬ 
garian-born communist, had expelled the Ukrainian Directory under 
V. Vinnichenko and defeated the Ukrainian forces under Simon 
Petliura, the supreme commander (Plolovnyi Ataman) of the Ukrain¬ 
ian troops. On February 6, 1919, the Red Army had entered Kiev. 
The Soviet government lasted seven months, until the end of 
August 1919, when the White forces of General Denikin took Kiev 
and the surrounding territories. However, by the end of 1919 the 
forces of Denikin were being expelled too by Soviet armies, and 
late in December a new Soviet government had entered Kharkov. 
In the meantime, in December 1919 Pilsudski had made an agree¬ 
ment with Petliura by virtue of which, in return for Galicia and 
western Wolyh, he promised to aid Petliura in dislodging the com¬ 
munists from Ukrainian territory on the right bank of the Dnepr. 
Pilsudski’s policy was to establish an independent Ukraine that 
might serve as a buffer against the Soviet state^ and maintain 
naturally friendly relations with Poland, her western neighbor. 

Into this welter of confusion a new factor had intruded itself, the 
diplomacy of the Vatican. On April 25, 1919, Benedict XV received 
the Ukrainian ambassador, Gount Michael Tyszkiewicz, in an oflBcial 

® For the internal developments in Ukraine, see Richard Pipes, The Forma¬ 
tion of the Soviet Union (Cambridge, Mass., 1954), as well as Adam Zoltowski, 
Border of Europe: A Study of the Polish Eastern Provinces (London, 1950), 
pp. 171-173, 181—190, who balances the treatment of Pipes by considering 
the problem of Ukraine not merely as a Ukrainian-Russian problem but rather 
as a Polish-Russian-Ukrainian problem. For the religious composition of 
Galicia, see S. Pawlowski, LudnoSc rzymsko-katolicka w Polsko-Ruskiej czgsci 
Galicfi, Prace geograficzne, No. 3 (Lw6w, 1919), which emphasizes the assim¬ 
ilative process in Galicia. See also M. K. Dziewanowski, ‘‘Pilsudski’s Federal¬ 
ist Policy, 1919-1921,** Journal of Central European Affairs, X (1950), 113-128, 
271-287. 
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audience; the count also handed his credentials to the papal secre- i| 

tary of state, Cardinal Gasparri. The reaction in pro-Soviet and ^ 

some anti-Soviet circles was violent. The Paris Ukrainian National ' 

Committee accused the Vatican of following a pohcy of dismember- • 

ment toward Russia, in hopes of surrounding Poland protectively i 

with Cathohcized states, Ukraine and Belorussia, and of using | 

Polish imperiahsm to subject these countries to Poland.'^ , 

Pro-Soviet sources saw in Jesuit Father Xavier Bonn the inter- ' j 

mediary who convinced Petliura that the only way for a rapproche- 't 

ment with Poland was through the Vatican; and it was to gain the i | 

pope's support that PetHura sent Tyszkiewicz to the Vatican.® ’ ‘ 

The Bolsheviks quoted Petliura as saying that the Itahan govern- ' j 

ment had paid the Vatican for the Vatican's share in the alhed 
victory with materiel, and that Pethura now requested the use of j 

this materiel.® [ 

Count Tyszkiewicz's position in the Vatican was difficult because 
he was a CathoUc representing a nation whose majority was Orth- 
odox; and it certainly did not ease his situation at all to have to 1 

represent Orthodox Ukraine against Cathohc Poland. When he pre- 
sented his credentials to Cardinal Gasparri, he also lodged a protest ' 'j 

against the attack of General Joseph Haller on southeast Gahcian ;j 

territory and the use of force against a Catholic nation. One might ' 

have expected formidable difficulties from the Vatican, but Benedict ' 

XV pmsued a pohcy of supporting the nations which were arising 
on the ruins of the Hapsburg Monarchy and the former Russian 
Empire. Papal recognition enabled Coimt Tyszkiewicz to use to the 
best advantage the Cathohc press in Italy and Switzerland, thus j 

presenting the case of the Ukrainian nation to the Cathohc world. 

In the diplomatic sphere, the Vatican indicated to the apostohc j 

nuncio in Paris and papal representative at the peace conference, 
Bonaventme Cerretti, titular archbishop of Corinth, that he was to 
support the efforts of Count Tyszkiewicz to gain for the Ukrainian 
state recognition in Paris.^® 

’’“Petlura and the Vatican,” Soviet Russia, III (1920), 214, but to be used 
with care as being strongly pro-Bolshevik and anti-Catholic. 

® Ibid., p. 214. ® OR, October 30, 1920. 

G. Luzhnitskii, Ukrainska tserkva mizh skhodom i zekhodom (Philadel- ' 

phia, 1954), pp. 563-565; Annuario Pontificio per Vanno 1922 (Rome, 1922), 
p. 270. 


J 








International Problems 


95 


When Count Tyszkiewicz left Rome for Paris, he left Father Bonn 
as chargS d*affaires at the Vatican and P. Kasmanskii as the secretary 
of the Ukrainian mission. Thanks to the efforts of this mission, on 
February 16, 1920, Benedict XV appointed Father John Genocchi 
(1860-1926) the apostolic visitator for Ukraine. At the beginning 
of April 1920 Genocchi arrived in Vienna, but had to proceed to 
Warsaw, for the Polish government would not allow him to enter 
Lw6w. In Warsaw he waited in vain for permission, but in the 
meantime the Bolsheviks had opened the offensive that brought 
them to the gates of Warsaw. Genocchi then returned to Vienna, 
where he entered into close relations with the Ukrainian political 
emigration; but even so, he was imable to enter Ukraine, and 
eventually returned to Rome in the first half of January 1922.^^ 

Count Tyszkiewicz’s mission in Paris seemed to include two objec¬ 
tives: to obtain international recognition of Ukraine and to obtain 
this by a wide propaganda on behalf of the Ukrainian cause. As a 
Catholic, the count was anxious for the establishment of a church 
union in Ukraine; but pro-Soviet sources viewed this from a political 
standpoint: the counterpart to the church union between the Vatican 
and Ukraine was to be a political union with Poland. How unrealistic 
this interpretation was is suggested by Tyszkiewicz’s protest against 
Polish action in Galicia.^^ 

As all this developed, the Bolshevik government on January 29, 
1920, approached the Polish government with feelers for peace; 
but the Poles doubted Bolshevik sincerity. After hesitating as to 
what course to follow, for opinion in Poland was divided about the 
expedition against the Bolsheviks and its extent,^^ the Polish govern¬ 
ment decided to open negotiations; but on April 20, 1920, the Bol¬ 
sheviks refused to negotiate at the place indicated by Poland, 
namely, Borysow. Thereupon, the Bolsheviks opened in the spring 

Luzhnitskii, op, cit., pp. 565-568; F. von Lama, Papst und Kurie in ihrer 
Politik nach dem Weltkrieg (Illertissen, 1925), pp. 398-401, strongly pro-papal; 
D-r Kremer, “Vatikan i sovietskoe pravitelstvo,” Revolutsiia i tserkov. Nos. 
1-2 (1924),p. 10. 

“Petlura and the Vatican,” op. cit., p. 214; for the Soviet construction of 
the diplomatic contracts between the Vatican, Kolchak, and Denikin, see N. M. 
Sheinmann, Vatikan mezhdu dvumia mirovymi voinami (Moscow, 1946), p. 34. 

KP, September 2, 1919, the disagreement in the Polish governmental 
circles over Pilsudski's policy is clearly stated in Stanislas Grabski, The 
Polish-Soviet Frontier (New York, n. d.), pp. 17-22. 
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an unsuccessful oflEensive against the Poles from the Dzwina river; 
Poland rephed with a drive, beginning April 1920, against Kiev, 
which General Edward Rydz-Smigly took on May 8, 1920. North 
of Kiev the front followed the Dnepr, and then the Berezyna and 
the Dzwina to the city of Riga. 

The political program of Pilsudski included an independent 
Ukraine; hence, the proclamation of April 26, 1920, to tlie people of 
Ukraine announced his determination that the Ukrainians should 
solve their national and religious problems freely, without pressure 
from any country, including Poland. For this reason Pilsudski’s 
occupation was purely military and temporary, and the civil admin¬ 
istration remained entirely in the hands of the Petliura government 
in Kamieniec-Podolski.^^ 

In the light of the ferocity which the Bolsheviks used against 
rehgion, the diplomatic involvement of the Vatican with the Ukrain¬ 
ian cause and the Vatican’s hopes of church union, and finally the 
idealism of Pilsudski’s program formulated in the proclamation of 
April 26, 1920, it is small wonder that the Cathohcs of the southeast 
welcomed the Polish armies as they advanced through Podole, 
Wolyn, and Kiev. Bishop Peter Mahkowski, ordinary of the restored 
see of Kamieniec-Podolski, and Bishop Ignatius Dubowski of Luck- 
Zytomierz, together with all their clergy, could hardly restrain their 
joy at the striking Polish victory. Most solemn services of thanks¬ 
giving were joyfully conducted everywhere; speeches and agitation 
on behalf of the Polish cause swept Catholic circles, where, indeed, 
it had its greatest support. The leaders of this movement were, 
understandably, the Polish Catholic clerg)^ The word everywhere 
was that the Bolsheviks had gone forever, so complete and smashing 
did the victory of gallant Polish arms appear.^^ 

The consternation that struck the hearts of the Catholics, more 
especially of the Catholic clergy, when news came of a Bolshevik 
offensive in the north from Smolensk on May 14, 1920, may well be 
imagined. That the Catholic clergy had mortally offended the 

For clear statement of Pilsudski’s policy for an independent Ukraine and 
Belomssia, see Grabski, op. cit., pp. 17-18. 

M. Tokarzewski, Przijczynek do historji m^czenstwa rzymsko-katolickiego 
w dyecezjach kamienieckiej i lucko-zytomierskiej, 1863-1930 (Luck, 1931), 
p. 30. 
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Bolsheviks is clear from the Soviet press, where the activity of 
bishops and priests in stimulating or organizing the eflFort against 
the Bolsheviks or in celebrating days in honor of Pilsudski were 
denounced.^^ The breakthrough by Budenny on June 8 in the 
southern sector forced the Polish forces to begin the evacuation of 
Kiev on June 11, 1920. The clergy who had compromised them' 
selves were advised to leave; the Jewish population warned the 
clergy, remembering that the clergy had protected them during 
the pogroms, that the Bolsheviks knew all and that the clergy must 
flee to save themselves. Thus not only Bishops Mahkowski and 
Dubowski, but also many parish priests were forced to leave and 
to seek safety in Poland; others among the clergy who were mem¬ 
bers of “bourgeois” families had to flee for that very reason. Still, 
there were heroes who stayed behind; some returned from the 
safety of Poland, among them the aged Canon John Lewihski and 
Father Anthony Liniewicz.^" Undoubtedly, among the giants of 
those days must be reckoned the bishop of Kielce, Augustine 
Kozinski, who had been interned for a year at Mohylew after having 
been carried off by the Red armies from Poland. He was scheduled 
to be freed in January 1921, but escaped from the train that was 
taking him to freedom and returned to the prison camp to minister 
to the Catholics there. Having finally been caught, he was sent to 
Poland and arrived at Wilno on July 12,1921.^® 

In the north the Bolsheviks launched a drive on July 7, 1920, 
that broke the left wing of the Polish line on the Wilja river and 
enabled the Bolshevik armies to advance with phenomenal speed— 
Wilno fell to them on July 14, and Grodno on July 20. The rapid 
advance endangered the very capital, Warsaw. 

The Vatican once again demonstrated its interest in Polish inde¬ 
pendence. In a letter of August 5, 1920, to Cardinal Pompili, the 
bishop of Velletri and vicar general of Rome, Benedict XV ordered 
prayers to be offered for Poland on the following Sunday in the 
historic church of the Gesu. The pope emphasized the papacy’s 
traditional interest in Poland, even at a time when European nations 

Revolutsiia i tserkov. Nos. 6-8 (1920), p. 102; Nos. 9-12, pp. 54-55. 

Tokarzewski, op. cit., p. 31. 

OR, July 21, 1921; Annuario Pontificio per Vanno 1922 (Rome, 1922), 
p. 152. 
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remained silent. He hoped, too, that the example of the Church in 
Rome would be followed by Cathohc bishops all over the world. 
Indeed, the independence of Poland had been included in the papal 
proposal of August 10, 1917, as well as in relations with President 
Wilson and the heads of states.^^ 

Meanwhile, on the field of battle, Polish forces had had to with¬ 
draw to the very gates of Warsaw, but the retreat, skillfully executed, 
was orderly and the Polish forces remained intact. Supphes and 
equipment from France had been halted at the border by German 
and Austrian “neutrality" and by the definite hostihty of Czech 
leaders, Masaryk and Benes.^^ In mid-August 1920, according to a 
plan devised by Pilsudski, and not, as is frequently averred, by 
Weygand,^^ the Polish army struck the divided Bolshevik forces 
of Tukhachevskii and Budenny,^ and very soon cleared central 

^®OR, November 9, 1918, January 30, 1920, February 2, 3, 1920, July 24, 
25, 26, 27, 1920, and August 8, 14, 1920. For a statement of the United States 
policy toward Poland and Russia, see Notes Exchanged on the Russian-Polish 
Situation by the United States, France and Poland, No. 155 (New York, 1920), 
where the United States policy aimed at a united, free, and autonomous Poland 
(p. 461); the United States also recognized the independence of Armenia 
(p. 464). 

^As to the hostility of the Czechs, the book of Viscount D'Abemon, The 
Eighteenth Decisive Battle of the World: Warsaw, 1920 (London, 1921), 
suflBces to document it: President Thomas MasaryFs advice not to give aid 
to the Poles because it would be militarily ineffective and liable to destroy 
the authority of the Western allies in the peace negotiations (pp. 20-21); 
the halting of supplies at the border (p. 48). See an excellent survey of 
Polish-Czech relations, Zygmunt J. G^iorowski, “Polish-Czechoslovak Rela¬ 
tions, 1918-1922,” The Slavonic and East European Review, XXXV (1956), 
172-193, with pp. 183-187 devoted to the Czech attitude during the 
Polish-Soviet War. 

According to the documentary evidence. General Maxim Weygand did 
not take command in the matter of defense. This is the evidence of D'Abemon, 
op. cit., pp. 56, 81-82, 87-88, 92. Pilsudski himself describes his offer to 
Weygand to share the supreme command, as well as Weygand's refusal, based 
upon Weygand’s lack of knowledge of the army's strength and resources; see 
J6zef Pilsudski, Rok 1920, Pisma Zbiorowe, VII (Warsaw, 1937), 152-153. 
General Weygand himself acknowledged that the victory of the Vistula was 
a Polish victory, as stated in Harold D. Fisher, America and the New Poland 
(New York, 1928), p. 260; for the American military aid, see pp. 260-261. 
Polsha na sovetiskuiu Rossiiu (Moscow, 1954), blames the defeat at Warsaw 
on the **traitors” Trotsky and Tukhachevskii (p. 197), declares that the Polish 
delegation opposed the principle of self-determination supported by the Soviets 
(p. 212), and finally asserts that the border proposed at Minsk was based on 
the Curzon line (p. 218); the negotiations between the two states are described, 

pp. 212-218. 

“For Trotsky's disapproval of the invasion of Poland, see Isaac Deutscher, 
The Prophet Armed (New York, 1954), pp. 463-464. 
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Poland of the enemy, who was also forced to abandon Galicia. The 
Poles crossed the Zbrucz river in the south, while in the north they 
fought a hard victorious battle on the Niemen river. 

The protracted negotiations for a truce were to begin at Minsk 
on August 14, 1920, when the military advantage, which the 
Bolshevik diplomats were hoping to exploit, had changed and 
rested now with the Poles. The interrupted negotiations were 
resumed in Riga, where on October 12, 1920, the preliminaries of 
peace and an armistice were signed.^^ 

The frontier ran from the river Dzwina—from the Russian-Latvian 
border, practically due south with Minsk remaining on the Russian 
side of the border—down to the Zbrucz river, which it followed to 
where it empties into the Dniestr. Claims to war damages were 
resigned by both sides, and both imdertook not to interfere in one 
another’s internal affairs nor to support armed bands aimed against 
the peace and welfare of the other party. Minority rights were to be 
respected, and Poland was assured the return of hbraries, archives, 
art and historical monuments, stolen by the Russians during the 
nineteenth century. 

The treaty was signed on March 18, 1921, and of particular 
significance for Catholics in Russia was Article Seven, which guar¬ 
anteed the religious hberty and rights of the Pohsh population in 
Russia. This article caused a veritable flood of demands by Cath¬ 
olics in Russia for a return of their property, seized under the 
pretext of nationahzation. The local departments of justice, for 
instance, from Saratov, Astrakhan, and others, turned to the central 
authorities for the proper interpretation of Article Seven. The central 
authorities in Moscow construed the treaty in the following sense: 
(1) that even after the Treaty of Riga, the Roman Cathohcs of 
Russia remain subject to the laws of the Russian Sociahst Federated 

^ For the preliminary peace and the Treaty of Riga, see Leonard Shapiro 
(ed.), Soviet Treaty Series, I (Washington, 1940), 67-69, 105-116. The 
details of the negotiations are contained in a book by one of the participants, 
Grabski, op. cit., pp. 23-26, 34-35; Jan D^bski, Pokdj Ryski (Warsaw, 1931). 
See also Livre Rouge: Recueil des aocuments diplomatiques relatifs aux rela¬ 
tions entre la Russie et la Pologne 1918-1920 (Moscow, 1920); Sovetskaia 
Rossiia i Polsha (Moscow, 1921), also contains the exchanges between the two 
governments. Typical of works on the subject is James Shotwell and Max 
Laserson, Poland and Russia, 1919-1945 (New York, 1945), where the authors 
still repeat (p. 7) the old error: “The Curzon Line was an effort to establish 
a frontier on ethnographical rather than political lines.” 
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Soviet Republic; (2) that, consequently, the churches are put at the 
disposal of behevers in the same manner and under the same con¬ 
ditions as other churches; (3) that the Treaty of Riga does not 
have the effect of a restitution edict, nor do the organs of the 
Cathohc Church, parochial or central, acquire the status of legal 
persons; (4) that Article Seven deals with goods that had their 
origin in Poland.^^ 

Thus by 1921, when the Treaty of Riga was finally in effect, the 
pohcies initiated by the Bolsheviks in 1917 had had veiy^ considerable 
effect. The Roman Catholic Church had lost its property as well as 
its funds, built up over centuries due to the efforts of the CathoHcs 
themselves. The leadersliip had been decimated by exile; the clerg)^ 
had suffered murder and deportations as well. Isolated from Rome 
as well as from Poland, the Cathohc Church had now to face the 
future alone, ruined in wealth and numbers. 

The peoples and lands of Belorussia, Lithuania, Livonia, Curland, 
Ukraine—with their varied liistory of the Rurikevich dynasty and 
princes; the Livonian Knights; the Teutonic Knights; the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania; the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth; the 
Partitions and Russia, with tlieir rehgious conflicts and reconciha- 
tions; the Roman Catholic Church; the Orthodox Church; tlie 
Greek Catliohc Church; and the Jesuits—had hved and survived 
wdthin the very shadow of death. And the miracle of the Vistula, 
which had seemed to change the course of history but had only 
delayed it for some tsventy years, seemed indeed a real miracle, 
guaranteeing hfe and freedom. But the end was not yet in sight. 

Revolutsiia i tserkov. Nos. 1-3 (1922), pp. 36-37. See Jan Ostrowski, 
Z za Kulis Kurji biskupiej w Leningradzie (Moscow, 1929), p. 307, for Arch¬ 
bishop Ropp's view of the Peace Treaty of Riga: “The Treaty of Riga is so 
infinitely stupid, that I think we can expect little from it.” The letter was 
addressed to Archbishop Cieplak, without date, but in 1921. 
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The Catholic Church and 
the Famine 


1 he years 1917 to 1921 had seen the Catholic Church in Russia 
move through a whole cycle of hope and fear: the March Revolution 
had held out promise of liberation from tsarist oppression, but the 
Bolshevik revolution had destroyed that promise. The Bolshevik 
decree on the separation of Church and State had really meant 
the complete subjugation of the church by the civil authorities and 
the church s exclusion from the life of society, except for strictly 
religious activities, understood in the narrowest possible sense. 
Nevertheless, harassment was not destmction, and the Catholic 
Church, its organization, and its eflForts for an independent life 
continued, even under the most difficult circumstances of the Civil 
War, the Polish-Soviet War, and persecution systematically applied. 
During those years, exile, flight, murder, and death had seriously 
decreased the number of clergy available for work among the 
Catholics in Russia, and little did these Catholics realize that those 
events were but a prelude to the final destruction of the organized 
life of the Church. 

With the year 1921 the period of War Communism came to an 
end; but the heritage of that turbulent period produced conditions 
in Russia that led to the proclamation of the New Economic Policy. 
The economic life of the country had been completely paralyzed. 
First of all, the output of the large scale industries in Russia had 
declined catastrophically from the year 1913. If the index of output 
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for 1913 is 100, then by 1920 the production of large-scale industry 
had fallen to a low of 12.8. This disastrous condition in industry was 
matched in agriculture, where in 1921-1922 agricultural production 
was httle more than half of the prewar level. In 1922 grain acreage 
was 32 per cent below the prewar level. Added to the agricultural 
disaster were two successive droughts in 1920 and 1921. Milhons 
were threatened by starvation; demoralization and suflFering alleg¬ 
edly produced even cannibahsm.^ 

It was perfectly clear to the Soviet government that it had on its 
hands a major disaster, one that could not be alleviated from the 
government’s own resources. Besides its pohtical and diplomatic 
problems with the "capitahst” countries, the government saw its 
foreign trade collapse almost entirely. The allies had lifted the 
naval blockade on January 16, 1920; but the financial blockade, 
that is, the refusal of the leading Enghsh, French, American, 
Scandinavian, and Estonian banks to have any financial dealings 
with the Soviet government, continued in force until the middle of 
1921. This almost total cessation of economic intercourse with the 
outside world helped to produce economic stagnation.^ Conse¬ 
quently, the Russian government had to depend on the charitable 
services of governments and social organizations throughout the 
world in order to obtain the food and medical supphes which the 
suffering people of Russia so badly needed.^ 

Within Russia itself. Patriarch Tikhon appealed to the Eastern 
patriarchs, the pope, the archbishop of Canterbury, and the Prot¬ 
estant episcopal bishop of New York for charitable aid in August 
1921, as soon as the scope of the disaster became clear.^ This action, 
of course, enhanced Tikhon’s position in Russia. Tikhon’s personahty 
had been of great value in maintaining support for the Russian 


^ For data on the economic policies and the industrial decline, see Alexander 
Baykov, The Development of the Soviet Economic System (New York, 1948), 
pp. 3-8. For the agricultural decline, see Naum Jasny, The Socialized Agri¬ 
culture of the USSR: Plans and Performance (Stanford, 1949), pp. 200-202. 

2 See Baykov, op, cit, pp. 28-29, for the details of the decline in trade. 

^ A detailed history of the American effort in the relief work is H. H. Fisher, 
The Famine in Soviet Russia: The Operations of the American Relief Adminis¬ 
tration (Stanford, 1935). 

^ Patriarch Tikhon’s appeal is contained in a confidential report to the Depart¬ 
ment of State. See the NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/18, December 9, 1921. 
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Orthodox Church. The Bolshevik acts of sacrilege and their crude 
and dogmatic materialism had alienated many people, particularly 
the peasants who looked upon the disaster as God’s visitation of 
Russia because of the Bolsheviks. Attendance at church grew, and 
interest in religious questions increased. The Orthodox Church 
seemed in a fair way to win back some of her old position.® Indeed, 
there seemed to be a feeling among the Russian people that religion 
was the only common bond among them. Bolshevik authorities were 
alarmed by this seeming revival of rehgious interest and ecclesias¬ 
tical life.^ 

In spite of their disapproval of the increased prestige of Tikhon, 
the Soviet authorities hoped to exploit Tikhon in their relations 
with the Western world, even though at first they suppressed the 
patriarch’s appeal to the leaders of the Christian world. When the 
situation had grown more desperate, Lenin sent Maxim Gorky, 
the distinguished writer, to persuade the patriarch to make his 
appeal not only to Christian leaders but also to heads of states. 
Evidently, Bolshevik leaders hoped not only to obtain famine relief 
but they regarded Tikhon s appeal as a subsidiary means of entering 
into diplomatic relations with Western states. Probably suspecting 
this, Tikhon refused to enter into any negotiations with the heads 
of states but agreed to approach the leaders of the Christian 
churches. As a condition for taking action, he demanded that the 
relief funds be distributed through the church; perhaps he felt that 
if the government had exclusive control of the money and material, 
the army, government oflBcials, and their relatives would have 
priority—a conviction that undoubtedly motivated his attitude on 
the later question of church valuables.'^ 

The Orthodox leaders also formed an All-Russian Church Com¬ 
mittee for famine relief; but the government insisted on centralized 

®This information on the Orthodox Church is contained in a confidential 
report of NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/17, August 30, 1921; File No. 861.404/18, 
December 9, 1921. However, much of the information in these reports must 
be used with great caution, as subsequent references will illustrate. 

«NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/18, December 9, 1921; see also File No. 
861.404/19, November 21, 1921, for a report on the religious situation in 
Russia at that time. 

^ NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/18, December 9, 1921, which describes fully 
the negotiations between Patriarch Tikhon and Gorky. 
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government control of the relief administration.® When, as a result, 
contributions fell oflF, the government reversed itself in December 
1921, declaring that church societies might conduct collections for 
famine relief and that the central ecclesiastical authorities ought to 
make arrangements with local church groups for the disbursement 
of relief.® In spite of this apparent concession, on January 26, 1922, 
the Soviet press raised the fateful question of church valuables 
and their use for famine relief.^® 

This suggestion, so casually dropped in the Soviet press, was not 
an isolated incident. As the prestige of the Orthodox Church 
revived, Soviet authorities had already sounded the alarm. A 
circular, signed by Emelyan Jaroslavskii, deplored the fact that 
many party members still remained in the zone of Orthodoxy and 
demanded the participation of all party members in antireligious 
propaganda.^^ Moreover, the conduct of the Soviet government in 
the matter of church valuables indicated that its objective was to 
destroy the prestige of the church and religion in general by depict¬ 
ing them as opponents of famine relief. 

After two preliminary reports in the Soviet newspapers on church 
valuables,^ Izvestiia announced on February 24, 1922, a govern¬ 
ment decree that ordered the local Soviets to remove all church 
valuables from churches and use them for famine relief. The decree 
gave the local Soviets a montlfs time to seize the treasures from 
the churches of aU religions, unless the removal essentially impaired 
the cult itself. Periodic accountings of confiscations were to be made 
and reports were to be published on the valuables thus confiscated.^® 

Patriarch Tikhon immediately condemned the government’s action 
as sacrilegious, because it also invoh'ed the seizure of vessels and 
utensils used in the divine service. He pointed out that the church 

®Johii S. Curtiss, The Russian Church and the Soviet State, 1917-1950 
(Boston, 1953), p. 107, naively accepts the idea that the Soviet government 
in its relations with the churches during the famine was sincerely interested in 
famine rehef rather than in discrediting the churches by any means whatever. 
The evidence against this view will be pointed out in the course of the chapter. 

® P. V. Giduhanov and P. Krasikov, Tserkov i gosudarstvo po zakonodatetstvu 
RSFSR (Moscow, 1926), p. 52. 

Izvestiia, January 26, 1922; Curtiss, op. cit., p. 107. 

New York Herald Tribune, January 19, 1921. 

’^^Fravda, February' 11, 1922; Izvestiia, Febniarv^ 12, 1922. 

Izvestiia, February 24, 26, 1922. 
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had agreed to use for famine relief the valuables not immediately 
involved in divine service and that he wished to preserve for church 
use consecrated articles only.^^ While much could be made of the 
fact that some churchmen declared the sale of consecrated articles 
for famine rehef was not unknown to church history or canon law/^ 
neverthless Tikhon felt that tlie church valuables seized by the 
government would not go to famine relief, as already stated by him 
in his conversation with Gorky. Indeed, if the government were 
really interested in using the seized valuables for rehef, Tikhon had 
already taken steps to provide funds for rehef equal in value to the 
church treasures. When he was informed of the government decree, 
Tikhon notified the Soviet authorities that the church as an institu¬ 
tion was willing and able to raise a sum of money equal to the worth 
of the valuables to be seized under the decree. The funds were to 
be raised by a subscription and by a sale of a portion of the church 
valuables. Moreover, this money was to be spent by the church or 
under its direction. Tikhon had also approached Colonel WiUiam 
Haskell, director of the American Relief Administration in Russia, 
to inquire whether this organization would assist the church in 
selling the valuables in America and whether it would take over 
the funds so realized and apply them for relief purposes. Thinking 
that such an action would be construed by the Soviet authorities as 
interference in Russia’s internal affairs. Colonel Haskell felt con¬ 
strained to refuse help. Significantly the colonel informed the 
patriarch that the funds realized from the sale of church valuables 
would not be applied by the Soviet government to relief work. The 
American Relief Administration already had more food and supphes 
at all ports and on all lines leading into Russia than the Soviet 
transportation system could handle.^^ 

The government, on its side, proceeded to the seizures and to a 

A. Valentinov, Chernaia Kniga (Paris, 1925), pp. 253-254. The state¬ 
ment was issued on February 15, 1922. 

For instance, Curtiss, op. cit., pp. 112-113. 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/30, April 20, 1922, a memorandum of con¬ 
versation with Mr. Colton of the American YMCA, April 18, 1922. Curtiss, 
op. cit.y p. 116, seemingly is convinced that the church valuables were used 
for famine relief; but see his doubts on p. 124. McCuUagh, an eyewitness, was 
certain that the money realized would not go for famine relief; see Francis 
McCuUagh, The Bolshevik Persecution of Christianitij (New York, 1924), pp. 
8, 14-15. See also NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/51, June 15, 1922. 




106 


Descent Into Darkness 


campaign of arrests, involving eventually the patriarch himself and 
so prominent a man as Metropolitan Benjamin of Leningrad, who 
was tried in August 1922, and condemned to be shot^^ Moreover, 
a dissident ^oup, called the Living Church, obtained control of 
the central administration of the church. The Soviet government 
supported this group against the church headed by the patriarch.^® 
Emi^6 Orthodox bishops and leaders did not make the situation of 
the patriarch any safer or easier. They had gathered at Karlovtsi in 
Serbia in December 1921 and called for the destruction of the 
Bolshevik government, claiming that the Karlovtsi synod spoke for 
the silenced patriarch.^^ 

Needless to say, the government’s policy on church valuables was 
directed not only against the Orthodox Church but fell with a fine 
impartiality on all religious g*oups. Inventories of valuables were 
made in all churches—but especially in the synagogues, to silence 
the charge that the Jews supported the seizure of church valuables.^® 
The blow, therefore, fell upon the CathoHc Chiurch in Russia as well. 

That the Catholic Church in Russia could not long escape the 
attentions of the Soviet government is suggested by the growth of 

Curtiss, op, cit., p. 122, says of Metropolitan Benjamin’s trial that the 
government “probably after long and detailed investigation," held a great 
trial. However, the proceedings dearly show a hasty and foregone conclusion. 
See Pravda, Jidy 27, 1922, and August 6, 1922; OR, July 10, 11, 12, 1922, 
and August 6, 1922; Valentinov, op. cit., pp. 198-238, for an eyewitness 
account of the trial; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 50-51. 

See Curtiss, op. cit., pp. 129-153, where he follows the events in con¬ 
siderable detail but is a victim of the fiction that the revolutionary is always 
the progressive, liberal, and democratic. The Living Church, as a matter of 
historic^ fact, was the tool of an undemocratic government and used undemo¬ 
cratic methods against its opponent, e.g., the patriarchal church. See NAD, RS, 
File No. 861.404/48, May 31, 1922, which also includes a report from Izvestiia, 
May 17, 1922. See also OR, November 26, 1922, for a report on the Living 
Church; OR, April 2, 1922, and February 17, 1923, describes the splintering 
of the Living Church; OR, January 31, 1923, describes the birth of a new 
schism; OR, May 7, 8, 1923, describes the deposition of Patriarch Tikhon by 
the Living Church. See Pravda, May 25, 1921, for an article by E. Jaroslavskii 
about the road to socialism and the role of the Living Church. 

OR, December 19, 20, 1921, points out the action of the synod declaring 
that atheism is the enemy on one side and Catholicism on the other. OR, Sep¬ 
tember 14, 1921, June 9, 1922, and August 2, 1922, illustrates how closely Rome 
watched events in the Orthodox Church. OR, October 14, 1922, gives Tikhon’s 
statement repudiating the synod. 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/51, June 15, 1922, on the situation of the 
Russian Church and the confiscation of church property. May 26, 1922. 
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Russian religious interest in the Catholic Church. Indeed, the East¬ 
ern rite Russian Catholic Church and the activities of Metropolitan 
Szeptycki were certain to draw attention to that church.^^ Moreover, 
the Catholics and clergy of Russia had been in touch with the 
Orthodox Church. Exarch Fedorov together with a member of the 
All-Russian Synod, Kuznetsov, had lodged one of the first protests 
against Soviet antireligious policy. Because of the efforts of Exarch 
Fedorov, the clergy of the Orthodox Church and the Catholic 
Church held several meetings in the apartments of Monsignor 
Budkiewicz and sent a protest to Moscow as early as February 26, 
1919. This protest had been signed by Archbishop Ropp, Exarch 
Fedorov, and the Orthodox metropolitan of Petrograd, Benjamin. 
Exarch Fedorov also was engaged in promoting a union between the 
Orthodox Church and the Catholic Church in Russia, a matter on 
which he reported to the clergy at their meetings.^^ Moreover, two 
government decrees, one on the preventive censorship of sermons 
and the other a prohibition of teaching religion to children under 
eighteen years of age, certainly presaged diifficulties for the Catho- 
olics.^ Obedience to these decrees would undermine the basic 
teaching function of the clergy, a fact to which they testified at 
their trial. An article in Bezbozhnik emphasized the law that no 
schools with religious instruction for children under eighteen years 
of age were to be permitted to exist.^^ 

Although the decree on church valuables helped to create the 
final crisis between the Soviet government and the Catholics, it 
cannot be said that the Catholics were slow in the work of famine 
relief. As early as August 1921 Archbishop Cieplak had appealed 

^^NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/18, December 9, 1921, on the revival of 
religion in Russia, Part II. 

^^BA, paper on the separation of Church and State in Bolshevik Russia, 
prepared by Monsignor Budkiewicz and read by him at a meeting of the 
Roman Catholic clergy, January 9, 1920. (The Budkiewicz Archive is in the 
possession of Monsignor Bronislas Ussas, Warsaw, Poland.) See OZ (Moscow, 
1923) p. 15, where the meeting of the Orthodox and Catholic clergy is reported, 
and OZ, p. 49, where Fedorov states that he reported to the Latin clergy on 
the progress of negotiations for a union of churcmes. See also James J. Zatko, 
“A Contemporary Report on the Condition of the Catholic Church in Russia, 
1922,” The Harvard Theological Review, LIII (October 1960), 290-291. 

McCullagh, op. cit., p. 110. 

^^NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/31, April 21, 1922, contains a summary of 
the whole article. 
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to Catholics to assist the famine-stricken. At about the same time, 
August 5, 1921, Benedict X\^ in a letter to the papal secretary of 
state. Cardinal Gasparri, indicated the calamity that had over¬ 
taken Russia. The pope requested Cardinal Gasparri to approach 
the heads of state about immediate effective aid for the Russian 
people. He also appealed to the charity of all in Russia’s hour of 
need.^^ Nor was this an uninvited gesture. Previously George 
Chicherin, the commissar of foreign affairs, had confirmed the 
crying need as well as the offer of Fridtjof Nansen to organize 
relief, although Chicherin denied that he had sought help from 
any government.-® The Red Cross, too, on August 9, 1921, asked by 
telegram for papal support in the relief program for Russia, a 
request that the papal secretary of state answered aflBrmatively on 
August 11.-^ Nor did the pope delay. He appointed Archbishop 
Luigi Maglione the papal representative to the International Relief 
Commission and to the organizational meeting to be held in Geneva. 
Pope Benedict also sent 1,000,000 lire for relief, which were to be 
distributed by the exiled Archbishop Ropp and Archbishop Cieplak, 
recognized by the Soviet government as subjects of the pope because 
of their episcopal character.-® In order to mobilize the authority 
and support of the League of Nations, the pope directed to its 
assembly an eloquent appeal for famine-stricken Russia, recom¬ 
mending Russia to the solicitude of the governments represented 
there.^ 

Nor did the pope’s efforts stop at words or attempts to organize 
rehef to be sponsored by others. By December 1921 the news 
agency Stefani reported that fifty train cars of papal relief had 
entered Russia; moreover, efforts were being made to obtain permis- 

^ AAS, XIII (1921), 428-429; see OR, August 8, 9, 1921, for the letter of 
Benedict XV; OR, August 10, 1921, an editorial on the problem. Previous 
notices of the famine and epidemic of cholera had already appeared in OR, 
July 11, 22, 1921, and August 1, 2, 1921. 

26 OR, July 22, 1921. 

2^ OR, August 18, 1921. See OR, August 25, 1921, for Nansen’s telegram 
to the pope asking his moral support and suggesting an appeal to the whole 
Christian world. For the Nansen-Gasparri correspondence on Italian prisoners 
in Russia, see OR, December 21, 1921. 

28 OR, August 18, 1921, and October 2, 1922. 

2® Alban du Hamel, Le pape et la Societe des Nations (Paris, 1932), p. 103. 
See OR, September 25, 1921. 
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sion for Archbishop Ropp to enter Russia and together with Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak assume charge of the distribution of papal relief.^^ 

Pope Benedict's magnanimous efforts to help the Russian people 
in spite of the government's antirehgious policy were halted by 
his death on January 22, 1922; but his successor, Pius XI (1922- 
1939), proved just as interested in the relief work. As early as 
March 12, 1922, the Vatican and the Soviet government were con¬ 
cluding an agreement for a papal relief mission to Russia.^^ 

On the eve of the conference at Genoa, which met April 10 to 
May 19, 1922, Pope Pius sent a letter to the archbishop of Genoa, 
Josue Signori, commending his appeal for prayers for the success of 
the conference. The pope declared that the archbishop had exactly 
interpreted the papal desires; furthermore, the pope extended 
the appeal to the faithful of all the world. He expressed the hope 
that the conference would provide the conditions for effective aid to 
suffering people and would also help to dispel international hatreds, 
the sad heritage of war.^^ 

Pius XI also addressed a letter, dated April 29, 1922, to his secre¬ 
tary of state to stress the need of reconciliation and to express his 
sympathy for the Russian people, with whom he desired communion 
in the “same mysteries." Papal representatives throughout the world 
were instructed to present these views zealously to the govern¬ 
ments and people to whom they were accredited. Emphasizing the 
need of reconciliation rather than the mere cessation of hostilities, 
he called upon the representatives of nations at the conference to 
work for the common good in a spirit of Christian charity and 
mutual confidence.^^ 

Even prior to the publication of the pope’s letter of April 29, news 
OR, December 19, 20, 1921. 

Mezhdunarodnaia politika RSFSR v 1922 g. (Moscow, 1923), p. 27; OR, 
April 7, 1922, and May 5, 1922. 

32 OH, April 8, 1922; AAS, XIV (1922), 217-220, gives the Italian and 
French versions of the papal letter, dated April 7, 1922. See OR, April 15, 
1922, for an editorial on the public reaction to this letter. 

33 OR, April 30, 1922; see AAS, XIV (1922), 265-270 for the letter of Pius 
XI to Cardinal Gasparri, April 29, 1922. It is ironic that exactly on April 29, 
1922, the Polish plenipotentiary in Minsk, W. Z. Bialopiotrowicz, was protest¬ 
ing to the commissar of foreign affairs the plundering of the Roman Catholic 
cathedral in Minsk, and was himself placed under arrest for a while. This 
letter is in the possession of Monsignor Bronislas Ussas, Warsaw. 
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of the ecclesiastical situation in Russia had reached the Vatican. 

Without delay the Vatican sent Monsignor Giusseppe Pizzardo, the j 

papal imdersecretary of state, to Genoa, where he arrived on May j 

6, 1922, carrying an important memorandum to the conference. 

The memorandum pointed out that the rapidity of events did not I 

permit the Holy See to approach the governments through its | 

accredited representatives; consequently, the Holy See took advan¬ 
tage of the presence of government representatives at Genoa to send 1 

them the text of the memorandum directly. Inasmuch as the con- ' 

ference was engaged in the historic task of admitting Russia to the | 

family of nations, the Vatican wished to safeguard in Russia those 
religious interests which are the basis of all civihzation. The Holy 
See, therefore, demanded that, in any accord which the representa¬ 
tives of the powers would establish, three clauses should be expressly , 

included: (1) full hberty of conscience for all Russian citizens or 
foreigners is guaranteed in Russia; (2) the pubhc and private exer¬ 
cise of religion is guaranteed; (3) the immovables that belonged or * 

belong to any religious confession, whatever it be, will be returned i 

to it and respected.^^ ! 

To this papal eflFort to safeguard the mterests of all rehgions in j 

Russia by international guarantee, the reaction of the leading states- ! 

men at Genoa was not encouraging. Louis Barthou, representing i 

France, felt that the first and second articles of the papal program j 

could be discussed, but not the third; Lloyd George observed that : 

he did not see how it was possible to act without interfering in \ 

Russia’s internal affairs, but agreed that the note must be read and 
some action taken. This was the total result of the pope’s efforts. [ 
Ironically, on April 16, 1922, Easter Sunday, while Joseph Wirth, a 
Catholic of the Center Part}% went to the Genoa cathedral for mass, | 

^ OR, May 15, 16, 1922; du Hamel, op. cit., p. 104. Once again it is ironic 
that jiist while efforts were being made to obtain international guarantees for 
the freedom of religion in Russia, the international guarantees in the Treaty 
of Riga were being flouted; on April 27, 1922, the Polish charge d’ affaires | 

was protesting these violations in a memorandum to the commissar of foreign 
affairs. [ 

^ OR, May 12, 1922. For the Soviet documents see Genuezskaia konferent- \ 

siia: materialy % dokumenty (Moscow, 1922). Karel Radek, Vneshnaia politika | 

sovetskoi vlasti Rossii (Moscow, 1923), is silent on the Vatican and on Genoa. ’ 

See also the surv^ey of diplomatic history', Bor Yaks, Ot Oktiabra do Genui 
Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniia RSFSR (Moscow, 1922). 
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George Chicherin and Emil Rathenau slipped away quietly to 
Rapallo, where the famous treaty was signed.^® 

Although these efforts to work with the conference failed, the 
possibility of a direct agreement between the Vatican and the Bol¬ 
sheviks seemed to grow stronger. When asked what impression the 
papal letter to Gasparri had made on Ghicherin and the Russian 
delegation, Maxim Litvinov replied in the most flattering terms, 
indicating that the impression was the best possible, especially 
since the letter had come while Russia was in such diflBcult circum¬ 
stances. The pope’s words, he asserted, were a great comfort at a 
time when efforts were being made to restore peace to Russia. He 
even expressed the hope that Chicherin might conclude an agree¬ 
ment with the Vatican on purely religious mattersAn atmosphere 
of apparent good feeling having been established. Monsignor Piz- 
zardo met Vladimir Vorovskii to define points of an accord between 
the Holy See and Russia for a papal mission in Russia. As chance 
would have it, Chicherin arrived on the scene, and the monsignor 
took the occasion to express papal views on the questions of liberty 
of conscience and a guarantee for the free exercise of religion in 
Russia. Still this informal meeting did not have any effect on the 
conference, and the only result was the accord for the papal relief 
mission.®® This accord provided for the work of three Catholic 
“orders” in Russia, the Congregation of the Most Holy Redeemer 
(popularly known as the Redemptorists) to work in northern Rus¬ 
sia, the Society of Jesus to work in central Russia, and the Society 
of the Divine Word to work in southern Russia.®^ 

These negotiations evoked the most fantastic interpretations. The 
Orthodox Archbishop John of Latvia felt that the Soviet govern¬ 
ment, having failed to destroy the influence of the Orthodox Church, 
would now strike a new blow against that church by an agreement 
with the Vatican. The introduction of Roman Catholicism into Rus¬ 
sia, he declared, would uproot the last mainstay of the old regime. 

Lionel Kochan, Russia and the Weimar Republic (New York, 1954), p. 52. 
37 OR, May 3, 1922. 

33 OR, May 16, 17, 1922, where the meeting with Chicherin is described. 

3® NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/59, July 17, 1922, where the report speaks 
of the members of the Society of the Divine Word as “Brothers of the Word 
of God.” 
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In the communist strategy Catholic propaganda was to cause the 
whole Orthodox structure to crumble. The majority of' peasants 
would anyhow be unable to make a distinction between the two 
religious confessions, a fact that the archbishop described as the 
most insidious element in the new plan.^^ The instruments of this 
new alliance between the Soviets and the Vatican were to be the 
Jesuits, described as the hereditary enemies of the Orthodox Church. 
Reportedly, there were, and had been for a considerable time, 
large numbers of representatives of the Jesuit order in Moscow, 
including Bishop Ropp. The pope, who is said to have left the 
Jesuit order before being elected pope, acted entirely on the instruc¬ 
tions of Count Ledochowski, the superior general of the Jesuit 
order! According to the same report, the Vatican felt it could 
bring the Russian church under papal domination only if Tikhon 
were ehminated, a condition which the Bolsheviks thought had now 
been fulfilled. The Jesuits and the Vatican, on their part, promised 
that after a conclusion of a concordat, they would do all in their 
power to put pressure on the governments of Italy, France, and 
Belgium to hasten their recognition of the Soviet govemment.^^ 

There were other reports that negotiations had begun between 
the Vatican and the Soviets for an agreement that would recognize 
the rights of Roman Catholics and permit all the missionaries of 
the Catholic rehgion to work in Russia—a report that was denied by 
the Vatican at least twice.”*- Another rumor that negotiations were 
in progress between the Vatican and Russia allegedly produced 
tensions in French and Vatican relations.^^ 

The most violent reaction came from the Russian emigres, who 
apparently felt that the Vatican was planning to exploit the difficul¬ 
ties of the Orthodox Church in order to benefit the Catholic Church. 
The Russian National Committee in Paris published an offensive 
open letter even before they had read the papal memorandum to 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/49, June 5, 1922, includes a report whose 
source is said to be the Orthodox archbishop, John of Latvia, a source described 
as reliable and in direct contact with Tikhon: the amazing statements and 
speculations suggest the extent of reliability. 

^^NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/49, June 5, 1922, contains a supplement to 
the information provided by Archbishop John. For a fantastic report on Catho¬ 
lic activity among the Russian emigres, see NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/86, 
February 16, 1923. 

^2 OR, April 17, 1922, and May 5, 1922. qr, May 7, 1922. 
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the Genoa conference: detailed descriptions were published of the 
meeting between Chicherin and Archbishop Signori, of Chicherin's 
audience with the pope. While the outciy was almost universal 
among the emigres, there were others among them who retained 
their sense as well as their dignity, e.g.. Father Peter Izvolsky of 
Brussels, a friend of Cardinal Mercier, that great churchman and 
philosopher.^^ Of course, the documents do not show that the 
Vatican ever attempted to take advantage of tlie Orthodox Church, 
but rather had used its high position in the world, both of religion 
and diplomacy, to intervene on behalf of the Orthodox Church. 

Moving to implement the papal policy toward Russia, Pius XI, 
in an apostohc letter of July 10, 1922, approached all the patriarchs, 
primates, archbishops, and bishops of the Catholic world with a 
request for aid. While he recalled the work of Benedict XV and his 
own eflEorts at Genoa, the pope praised the generosity of all, 
especially the eflForts of the more prosperous regions of America, nor 
did he fail to mention the Congress of the United States, which had 
voted a large sum of rehef money. All these efforts, he noted, had 
necessarily proved insuflBcient because of the daily worsening situa¬ 
tion; therefore, he called upon all possessed of Christian and human 
feeling to expand their charitable efforts. Since it was of primary 
importance that the funds made available were spent properly, he 
had decided to send a special mission to distribute this relief with¬ 
out distinction of religion or nationality. As an example of gen¬ 
erosity, the pope set aside 10,000,000 lire for Russian relief.^® 

No time was lost in organizing the mission. Father Edmund 
Walsh, a Jesuit and scholar, was placed at the head of the mission. 
To make clear the purely charitable character of the mission. 
Father Walsh declared that the members of the mission eschewed 
all pohtical and religious propaganda.^® There were thirteen priests 

McCulIagh, op. cit.y pp. 101-106, gives considerable detail; Pierre Hanski, 
“La Tragedie de V eglise Russe,” Etudes, CLXXII (1922), 295-312; M. J. 
Rimsky, “L’ aide pontificale aux affames de Russie,” Etudes, CLXXII (1922), 
651-661. 

*^AASy XIV (1922), 417-419; OR, July 28, 1922. 

OR, August 5, 1922. For a description of Father Walsh's Papal Relief 
Mission as an effort to establish the Catholic Church in Russia, see NAD, RS, 
File No. 861.404/65, August 14, 1922. In spite of papal statements and Father 
Walsh's declarations, outsiders persistently described the Vatican policy as 
aimed toward a self-interested exploitation of the Russian religious situation. 
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on the commission. It established five centers of operation and fed 
about 160,000 persons a day. The papacy expended about $1,500,000 
in this charity.'*^ 

The papal relief mission, after pausing at Constantinople, dis¬ 
embarked in Crimea on August 19, 1922, and proceeded to set up 
two centers in Crimea for relief work. The work began officially on 
August 29, when Father Edward Gehrmann, a member of the 
Society of the Divine Word, gave an address. By the middle of 
September the Eupatoria center was caring for 21,000 children, 
while in Dianko 14,000 children were being administered to. The 
population of the two districts, according to a report from the mis¬ 
sion, consisted mostly of Germans, Poles, Czechs, and Estonians, 
among whom were many Catholics. According to the same report, 
the number of children in danger of starvation in both districts 
reached 40,000. Nor was the work of the mission hmited to the 
relatively simple process of feeding so many thousands; the section 
of the mission working from Krasnodar requested medical supplies 
to combat typhus and malaria, supplies which were sent by the 
pope to the extent of 1,000,000 lire.**® 

This work was carried on with the knowledge of the Soviet gov¬ 
ernment, which openly acknowledged the extent of the papal relief 
work, at the same time pointing out that the differences between 
the Roman and Russian churches were minor—perhaps a remark 
calculated to encourage the impression that the government stood 
behind an agreement between the two churches.**^ Furthermore, 
when medical supplies for the papal mission arrived in Moscow, 
the commissar of public health and the head of the Russian Red 
Cross were on hand to receive them. Both these officials sent a 
telegram to the Holy See, thanking the pope for the generous gift 

Indeed, the difficulties of the Roman Catholic Church provided sufficient 
matter and scope for Father Walsh’s talents and energy. For a survey of 
Father Walsh’s career, see the New York Times, November 1, 1956, which 
summarized his life and activities when giving notice of his death October 31, 
1956. 

OR, September 16, 1922. 

^ OR, December 7, 1922, and March 18, 1923. For a report of a new out¬ 
break of typhus, see OR, June 4, 5, 1923. 

« OR, January 18, 1923. 
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and expressing the hope that he would continue to aid the Russian 
people.®® 

A testimony to the splendid work of the papal relief mission came 
from the letter of a religious hving in the south of Russia to a fellow 
religious living in Constantinople. In a letter of September 27, 1922, 
he wrote that he had learned the previous week that the mission 
was in Rostov. He hurried to Rostov, where he found two Spaniards, 
Don Pedro Voltas and Don Angelo Vergara, struggling to leam 
Russian. He noted that the mission distributed its goods without 
fanfare to all who were in need, whatever their religious afiSliation. 
With their weak Russian, the two Spaniards even went to visit the 
sufiFering in their homes. The writer paid great tribute to the work 
of the Italian Red Cross, directed by Prince Pignatelli, the nephew 
of Cardinal Granito Pignatelli di Belmonte. The supplies the reli¬ 
gious brought back to his home and the contact with the members 
of the mission did much to restore his courage and his spirits.®^ 

While the papal relief mission energetically carried through the 
papal program, Pius XI continued to appeal to the world, Catholic 
and non-Catholic, for further aid. Still he did not fail to notice in 
an address to a secret consistory on December 11, 1922, that in 
Russia, in addition to the disasters visited upon an innocent popu¬ 
lation, religious and civil hberty was restricted.®^ Mild words, 
indeed, for persecution was rife. 

^OR, March 18, 1923. However, see, James J. Zatko, **A Contemporary 
Report on the Condition of the Catholic Church in Russia, 1922,” op, cit, p. 
288, where Monsignor Budkiewicz writes to the nuncio in Warsaw: “We had 
thought that the Russian government would be gratefiJ for the Apostolic See’s 
assistance in the famine, but this hope has deceived us. Russian oflBcials 
endeavor to discount that aid both in their newspapers and in their conversa¬ 
tions. This ungrateful attitude toward the Holy See appeared most strongly 
in the matter of the purchase of the sacred vessels. As we know now, the 
Roman Curia, after the decree on the so-called expropriation of valuables, by 
telegraph offered the Russian government to pay an equivalent price for the 
sacred objects. But the government not only did not give an answer, but also 
designedly exposed the sacred objects to profanation, and at the same time 
imprisoned and put on trial even priests who had maintained a passive attitude 
in the matter.” 

OR, December 16, 1922. 

AAS, XIV (1922), 611; OR, December 11, 16, 1922. 
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D uring the period of the Civil War and the Pohsh-Soviet War, the 
government had been unable to bring all its force to bear upon 
the Roman Catholic Church. However, the imposition of a precon¬ 
ceived social order wthout rehgious content was only delayed, not 
dropped. While the government had to concede a certain amount of 
hberalization in the economic sphere, it used the interval to settle 
permanently the problem of rehgion in a society formally atheistic 
and mihtantly antirehgious. The choice which confronted the Cath- 
ohcs of Russia was either immediate destruction or ultimate sub¬ 
mission. The total power of the State was now issuing a challenge 
to the Cathohcs. 

The totahtarian grasp of the Bolshevik government soon made 
itself felt. A government decree of December 26, 1921, ordered the 
preventive censorship of sermons, a measure that exceeded any¬ 
thing the tsars had done; almost immediately aftersvards on Jan¬ 
uary 3, 1922, another decree forbade the teaching of rehgion to 
anyone under fourteen years of age.^ Howe\^er extreme these decrees 
might seem, they did not strike at fundamental principles held by 
the Cathohcs in Russia. 

The antirehgious pohcy of this period had already been deter- 

^ BA, letter of the Polish charge d' affaires to the commissar of foreign affairs, 
April 27, 1922, pointed out that even the tsars did not go so far as to subject 
sermons to a preventive censorship. See also Francis McCuUagh, The Bohhevik 
Persecution of Christianity (New York, 1924), p. 110. 
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mined by the Tenth Party Congress in March 1921. Antireligious 
activity was proclaimed one of the fundamental tasks of the party 
that demanded the organization of antirehgious propaganda and 
agitation in the form of publications, lectures, and films.^ More¬ 
over, party members who engaged in religious services and who 
refused to participate in antireligious propaganda because of mate¬ 
rial or family reasons were to be dealt with sternly.^ Then, the 
Eleventh Party Congress, which met in March and April of 1922, 
resolved to create a special agency to publish antireligious literature.** 
On the philosophical level, this antireligious policy coincided 
with a popular materialism, quite crude in its conception of matter 
and life. In fact, these cruder forms of materialism demanded not 
only the destruction of religion but also of anything like philosophy.’^ 
The pohcy outlined at the party congresses was implemented in 
the following months. The Atheist Publishing House was founded. 
Soon antireligious publications poured from its presses; school books 
of the old regime were suppressed, and new texts with the religious 
element entirely excluded were printed. The vast cost of these 
publications at a time of economic crisis suggests how important 
the party and government considered their antireligious program.® 
The Communist Organization of Youth (known as the Komsomol), 
organized in 1918, undertook a truly violent and aggressive program 
of antireligious activity. Perhaps alarmed at the decline of revolu¬ 
tionary fervor in the first days of the New Economic Policy, the 
Komsomol officials determined to use their members for antireligious 
demonstrations during the Christmas holidays. These demonstra¬ 
tions were to consist of parodies of religious services and religious 
events, e.g., the birth of Christ; they were calculated to dissuade 
religiously-minded persons from celebrating Christmas. The vul¬ 
garity of the demonstrations reached abysmal depths. In Petrograd 
a carnival parade, with a Protestant ‘pastor,” an “Orthodox priest” 

^ Vsesoiuznaia kommunisticheskaia Partia, VKP (b) v rezolutsiiakh i reshe- 
niiakh sezdov, konferenstii i plenumov TSK, part I, pp. 449-450. 

^New York Herald, June 19, 1921; NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/16. 

^ VKP (b)v rezolutsiiakh, part I, p. 530. 

®John S. Curtiss. The Russian Church and the Soviet State, 1917-1950 
(Boston, 1953), p. 202, speaks of this policy of eradicating religion as not 
making the textbooks ‘^overly antireligious.” 

® See Gustav Wetter, Dialectical Materialism (New York, 1958), pp. 128-129. 
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and his wife, a Jewish 'rabbi,” and a Moslem "mullah” marched to 
a church and there proceeded to stage parodies. In^ Rostov the 
carnival included a "burning of the gods.” The Komsomols burned 
Jehovah, Allah, Christ, and the Mother of God—"They burned as 
though they were alive, they shriveled, their heads drooped, and 
their hands shook.””^ From the provinces came claims of thousands 
attending the Komsomol "Christmases”; however, for all the glow¬ 
ing reports, not long afterwards complaints appeared in the press 
about the failure of the Komsomol carnivals. As early as January 
27, 1923, the carnivals were being described as failures with only 
small numbers attending in Moscow itself. An analysis of the 
causes of failure suggested that there was lack of popular support 
for such carnivals. For instance, an article in Pravda on February 
25, 1923, declared that only where the majority supported an anti- 
religious policy could such carnivals be staged successfully.® How¬ 
ever, the lessons of failure are hard to learn, so even more elaborate 
plans were made for the Easter of 1923, but with simihar disap¬ 
pointing results.® Indeed, the Easter of 1923 was to be memorable 
for more than the Komsomol blasphemies. 

To stimulate antireligious fervor, reports in the press described 
peasants closing churches and synagogues and turning them into 
study or recreation centers. Icons were being removed from public 
places, religious holidays were voted abolished, and God was voted 
out of existence.^® 

The barrage of propaganda was supplemented late in 1922 with 
a periodical, Bezhozhnik, that was meant to serve as the organiza¬ 
tional journal for the antireligious movement. For the benefit of the 
"godless” agitators, it pubhshed the material needed for a "scientific” 
atheistic propaganda to hberate the masses from the bondage of 
rehgious prejudice. The articles, however, were hardly scientific, 
though they made a pretense of using a learned jargon, e.g., in the 
discussion of evolution. The cartoons were of a kind to offend sensi¬ 
bilities of fair-minded people rather than to dispel prejudice in the 

’^Pravda, November 15, 1922, and January 6, 17, 18, 1923. See also the 
description of a “godless” Christmas in the New York Times, January 9, 1923. 

® Pravda, January 27, 1923, and February 25, 1923. 

^ E.g., Pravda, April 1, 12, 1923, and May 1, 1923; New York Times, June 
11 1923. 

Pravda, January 27, 30, 1923, and February 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 28, 1923. 
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dawn of '‘scientific knowledge In the autumn of 1924 the con¬ 
tributors and supporters of the periodical met in Moscow to organize 
a society, The Friends of the Newspaper Bezhozhnik, This soon 
developed into the League of the Mihtant Atheistsd^ 

Great claims were made for the advance of atheism and the 
creation of a nonrehgious societyHowever, confidential reports 
suggest that this was propaganda rather than actual fact. For 
instance, in the Smolensk area a voluntary association of the oppo¬ 
nents of religion had strongly propagandized against the Orthodox 
Church in the Jartsevo region. Directives had been passed to all anti- 
rehgious agencies of the Communist Party on how atheists are to 
penetrate among their follow citizens in order to hberate them from 
the oppressive influence of the Orthodox clergy. Antireligious cells 
were formed among the factory and farm workers. There were, in 
fact, only two groups of 35 atheists among 173,000 inhabitants. The 
oflBcials of the voluntary antirehgious association complained about 
the lack of antireligious activity; they demanded that copies of 
Bezhozhnik be distributed among factory and farm workers in 
large quantities.^^ However, war, emigration and new oppression 
breed success; for the Smolensk Archive also mentions that the 
Catholic church in Smolensk, that of the Immaculate Conception 
of Mary, now included only about 100 members; in 1904 it had 
numbered 6,736 members.^^ 

This vast expenditure of money and energy illustrates the impor¬ 
tance the Bolshevik government attached to the antirehgious cam¬ 
paign. In fact, it indicates that the concern was not merely with the 
enemies of the revolution; the effort to spread atheism is something 
quite different from the elimination of enemies of the regime. Ulti¬ 
mately, the antireligious policy was dictated by the metaphysics of 

This writer has examined the following numbers; Bezhozhnik (1925), 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6; (1926), Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10; (1928-1929); 
all these are available at the Hoover Library, Stanford University, Stanford, 
California. See also Pravda, January 11, 1923, which illustrates the efforts to 
spread Bezhozhnik among the workers, as well as the conflicts that these 
efforts produced in “backward” areas. For a general view of Soviet antireligious 
policy, see Edmimd Walsh, The Last Stand (Boston, 1931), pp. 167-219. 

For the organizational procedure, see the Smolensk Archive, WKP 458, 
pp. 31-34. 

Cited in Curtiss, op. cit., p. 206. Smolensk Archive, WKP 459, 19252. 

Smolensk Archive, WKP 499, 295. 
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the regime: its determination to create an irreligious society. In 
this eflFort to create a certain form of society without respect for tlie 
desires of the members of that society the Bolshevik regime betrayed 
its fundamental character. 

In pursuing its goals, the Bolshevik government was not satisfied 
with popular agitation and propaganda. The fearful famine then 
devastating Russia was made the occasion of a double onslaught 
against the Roman Cathohc Church in Russia. The government 
began once again to demand the signature of contracts for the use 
of the nationalized churches, which were declared to be the prop¬ 
erty of the Russian people; in addition, the confiscation of church 
valuables for alleged famine rehef proved a two-edged sword 
against the churches: to discredit them if they refused to give up 
church valuables and to hamstring them if they did. 

Archbishop Cieplak had already anticipated the problem of the 
use of church valuables for famine relief. In a circular letter of 
January 3, 1922, he insisted that the Cathohc Church’s position on 
church property and the church valuables was defined by canon 
law, which forbade the sale or surrender of church property to any 
group, including the State. Appeahng to the Bolshevik decree on 
the separation of the Church and State, he denied that the State had 
any right to interfere in the internal life of the Church. Finally, 
according to the archbishop, the Treaty of Riga provided interna¬ 
tional guarantees for the Roman Cathohc Church in Russia.^® Hop¬ 
ing to solve at least the problem of signing contracts for the use 
of nationalized churches, the archbishop had inquired of the 
apostohc nuncio in Warsaw, Archbishop Lorenzo Lauri, whether 
an agreement between the Vatican and the Bolshevik regime on 
the matter was possible; but the nuncio rephed that the pope had 
refused to make any such agreements with the Soviets. However, 
if there were any danger that the churches might be closed, the 
pope wished to be informed at once.^"^ 

M. ^^ilich, “Protsess rimskokatolicheskogo dukhovenstv^a,” Revolutsiia i 
tserkov (1923), p. 104, which gives a hostile Soviet construction to the con¬ 
duct of the Roman Cathohc clerg\’; Izvestiia, March 24, 1923. 

Mihch, “Protsess...,” op. cit., p. 104; Izvestiia, March 24, 1923; see 
Franciszek Rutkowski, Arcybiskup Jan Cieplak (Warsaw, 1934), pp. 220-222, 
for Archbishop Cieplak*s letter of November 22, 1922, to Bishop Adolph 
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In accordance with defined policy, when the decree on church 
valuables appeared, the archbishop refused to sanction their sur¬ 
render. Father Michael Rutkowski, the pastor of Yaroslav, had tele¬ 
graphed the archbishop for instructions; the archbishop replied by 
telegraph that the demand for church valuables was illegal and 
that, consequently, the demand even for an inventory of these 
valuables must be rejected. Hence, many Catholic priests refused 
to submit their churches even to an inventory.^® 

The reaction of the government was all that could be expected. 
Churches were plimdered throughout the archdiocese of Mohylew. 
The relics of St. Andrew Bobola, once successfully defended against 
desecration, were now desecrated and brought to Moscow. In the 
Ukraine fifty-two of sixty-eight churches were robbed. In fact, the 
rapidity and extent of the raids suggest that the government had 
been prepared for such an operation, which was but one aspect of 
its program. 

With the present evidence it is diflBcuIt to estimate the exact 
worth in church valuables which the Catholic churches lost. The 
data published in the Soviet press show the wide extent of the 
seizures; however, these reports are probably not to be taken at 
face value, since the government had much to gain from exaggerated 
reports of ecclesiastical wealth. On September 3, 1922, Izvestiia 
published a statement of the valuables collected from the begin¬ 
ning of the campaign until August 10, 1922. Although tliis report 
did not include the valuables seized in the churches of Siberia and 
Petrograd, the results until August 10 are indicative of the extent 
of the confiscation:^® 

Szelqzek, Polish Ministry of Religious and Public Education, where the arch¬ 
bishop describes his appeal to the Holy See through Archbishop Lorenzo Lauri, 
the nuncio in Warsaw, and through the People's Commissariat of Foreign 
Affairs, and the reply that came through Lauri. Archbishop Lauri's reply is 
published in Rutkowsld, op. cit., p. 247. 

Milich, “Protsess .. op. cit., p. 102; Izvestiia, March 24, 1923; Rutkowski, 
op. cit., p. 243. 

Curtiss, op. cit., p. 202, speaks of the antireligious movement of 1921 and 
1922 as '"marked by caution," a statement in conflict with the conduct of the 
confiscations during 1922. 

Izvestiia, September 3, 1922. This report was forwarded to the Depart¬ 
ment of State in Washington; see NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/74, September 
25, ]922. 
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Item 

Karats 

Poods 

Pounds 

Gold 


8 

2 

Silver 


16,904 

37 

Copper 


84 

38 

Pearls 

Diamonds and other 
Gold rubles 

Silver rubles 

166 

1 

20 


Source: Izvestiia, September 3, 1922. 


Money 


3,265 

19,586 


At the same time an article in Bednota, September 2, 1922, 
announced that in view of the termination of the campaign, the 
People’s Commissariat of Finance had instructed the local organs 
of finance to forward all valuables to Moscow. This signaled the 
end of the campaign to seize church valuables for famine rehef, 
but by no means meant the end of rehgious persecution.^^ Indeed, 
the climax of persecution was in sight. 

As to gauging the impact of the plunder on Catholic churches, 
in some individual cases it is possible to fix the exact amount. For 
instance, the Roman Cathohc church of Ss. Peter and Paul in 
Moscow, with a membership of 16,343 parishioners in 1904, sur¬ 
rendered 621.87 pounds of gold and silver.^- The Cathohc church 
in the city of Novgorod, also named Ss. Peter and Paul, lost a 
“treasure” of 2.5 zolotniki of gold and 23 pounds of silver. In Rostov 
the Catholic church provided 14 pounds of silver.^^ 

These were certainly not the only Catholic churches cleared of 
valuables; in a hst of cities and gubemiias where confiscations had 
been carried on, thirty-three cities are mentioned in which there 
were churches and oratories belonging to the archdiocese of Mohy- 
lew. In Minsk the cathedral church of St. Mary was also plundered. 
Originally built by the Jesuits in 1710, the church had burned but 

BednotOj September 2, 1922. See also NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/74, 
September 25, 1922. 

A. A. Valentinov, Chernaia Kniga (Paris, 1925), pp. 261-286, presents a 
statistical table of church valuables seized in Orthodox and non-Orthodox 
churches in Moscow; the church of Ss. Peter and Paul is mentioned on p. 263. 
For the membership of the church see Elenchus omnium ecclesiarum et universi 
cleri archidioeceseos Mohyloviensis et dioec. Minscensis pro anno domini 1904 
conscriptus, p. 190. 

Valentinov, op. cit., pp. 276-277; Elenchus omnium... (1904), p. 188. 






123 


The Attrition of the Church 

been rebuilt by Bishop Dederko in 1796. The Polish plenipotentiary 
in Minsk, John Bialopiotrowicz, reported that for two days Bolshevik 
troops surrounded the cathedral while the pillaging was going on: 
the silver embossings from the picture of the Mother of God 
and the ornaments from the tomb of St. Felician were removed. 
In the meantime, the clergy were held under arrest. Bialopio¬ 
trowicz himself had been arrested by the Cheka, but released after 
interrogation.-^ 

The government’s attack on religion in general and on the Roman 
Catholic Church in particular was not to go unnoticed at the 
Vatican. On April 10, 1922, Archbishop Cieplak managed to send 
a letter to the papal secretary of state, Cardinal Gasparri. He 
described the perilous condition of the Church in fullest detail. 
The troubles between the Catholic Church and the Soviets arose 
from the government’s arbitrary action. The government had seized 
church goods and property, even to the smallest items, and had 
distributed them to those who were hostile to the Church. The use 
of the nationalized churches created more friction. The govern¬ 
ment had renewed its demands for the signature of contracts for 
the use of these churches. Earlier some parishes, acting without 
advice from ecclesiastical authorities but with the best of intentions, 
had signed the agreements; others had attached conditions in order 
to render the agreements more conformable to canon law; still 
others had absolutely refused to sign them. For a while the govern¬ 
ment had “forgotten” about the contracts, but now it had embarked 
on a program of enforcing their signature. Seeing that the govern¬ 
ment was constantly adding new and harsh conditions to the 
“pacts,” the archbishop wrote that he had ordered all his priests to 
refuse to sign the agreements. 

Furthermore, wrote the archbishop, the government had even 
seized cemeteries; everything of value had been seized for sale, 
while wooden crosses or monuments and hedges were simply 
burned. Then the government offered to rent the cemetery grounds 
to the party that would pay the highest price. 

In addition, the seizure of the Theological Academy, the seminary, 

BA, letter of W. Z. Bialopiotrowicz to the commissar of foreign affairs, 
April 29, 1923; letter of W. Z. Bialopiotrowicz to the minister of foreign 
affairs. May 3, 1922. 
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and the Catholic elementary schools, long supported by the gener¬ 
osity of the Catholics in Russia, had robbed the church of a funda¬ 
mental means of carrying on its work. Still, the archbishop reported, 
a secret seminary had been opened, in which students, dressed in 
civilian clothes and working for the State so as to be free from 
military service, prepared for the Catholic ministry. The prohibi¬ 
tion of religious teaching to anyone under eighteen years of age, 
the obligatory censorship of sermons, the demand for all church 
records—all these were thorns in the side of the Church. Moreover, 
because of the law against any religious associations or congrega¬ 
tions, there were no religious orders to carry on their work publicly. 
The number of priests was very low: together with Archbishop 
Ropp, sixty-eight priests had been forced to leave Russia for various 
reasons, allegedly political; but even now when the war had ended, 
they were not permitted to return. 

Finally, the latest move—the seizure of the church valuables under 
the pretext of famine relief—was providing a new means, if new 
means were needed, for an attack on the Church. On April 9, 1922, 
for instance, the church of St. John the Baptist in Petrograd had 
been stripped of all its sacred vessels. The same thing had already 
happened in Moscow. As great as the destruction had been in the 
archdiocese of Mohylew, even greater damage had been done in 
the dioceses of Luck-Zytomierz, Minsk, and worst of all in Tiraspol. 

The archbishop also stated frankly that whenever the Polish 
government’s representatives in Moscow protested to the Soviet 
government against the persecution of the Church, the Soviets 
replied: “The pope is silent; hence, he has nothing against us.”^ 

In addition to writing, the archbishop sent a telegram to the pope 
to the effect that the “State authorities in Petrograd insist on the 
surrender of the sacred and valuable articles of worship in order 
that the money from the sale of them may be devoted to famine 
relief.” Monsignor Pizzardo informed Chicherin, who was at Genoa, 
by telegram on May 14, 1922, that “the Holy Father is ready to buy 
these sacred and valuable objects, and to deposit them with Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak. The price agreed on will be immediately paid to 

^ CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to Cardinal Gasparri, April 10, 1922. 
This archive is in the Polish Roman Catholic Museum, Chicago, Illinois. 
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Your Excellency or to any other whom the government may nomi¬ 
nate.”^® These efforts failed. 

While the archbishop laid complaints before the supreme author¬ 
ities of his church, the Polish government had also taken action to 
protect Polish nationals and Catholics in Russia. The Polish charge 
d* affaires lodged a protest on April 27, 1922, against the confis¬ 
cations. The protest pointed out that the Russian government's 
demands for contracts for the use of nationalized churches were a 
violation of Article Seven of the Treaty of Riga. As to the demand 
for church valuables, the protest branded this a violation of the 
right of property in the Treaty of Riga, of the Soviet constitution, 
and of canon law. The memorandum pointed, too, to the excesses 
of the Soviet agents in their confiscations. For instance, the seizure 
of church valuables extended even to the very impoverished church 
on Mala Gruzinskaya, which netted two and three-fourths pounds 
of silver objects for the raiders. As for the censorship of sermons, 
the chargS pointed out that even the tsars had not gone so far. 
Hoping to make the Soviet authorities more amenable, the protest 
suggested that perhaps the executive organs of the Soviet govern¬ 
ment had not imderstood the guarantees implied in Article Seven of 
the Treaty of Riga, which had guaranteed self-government to the 
churches. However, in a reply of July 22, 1922, Chicherin declared 
that Church and State relations were an internal matter and that 
Article Seven could only be operative within the framework of 
Soviet law. Still the Polish government had not given up. On July 
18, it had protested against the desecration of the relics of St. 
Andrew Bobola as a violation of the Treaty of Riga. In spite of 
the fact that these relics were a Polish historical as well as rehgious 
monument, the Russian government rejected this protest in a note 
of August 15, stating that Poland should cease persecuting the 
Orthodox population in Poland. This incident illustrated rather well 
the futility of protest diplomacy with the Bolsheviks.^^ 

This telegram and Chicherin's reply are given in Walsh, op. cit., pp. 
182-183. 

Mezhdunarodnaia politika RSFSR v 1922 g. (Moscow, 1923), pp. 46-47; 
McCullagh, op. cit., p. 110, mistakenly dates the first Soviet reply as June 22, 
1922. Information was got to the Polish government by Monsignor Budkiewicz 
through Bishop Szelqzek; see BA, letter of Bishop Szel^zek to Budkiewicz, 
June 2, 1922; “Przedstawilem Ministrowi.” See also BA, letter of Bishop 
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As the archbishop’s letter to the papal secretary of state pointed 
out, the conflict with the Soviet government was not limited to the 
question of the seizure of church valuables for famine rehef. The 
actual plundering of churches had in fact solved that problem. In 
the course of the year 1922, the Soviet government determined to 
enforce upon the Catholics the acceptance of a Church-State sys¬ 
tem that would have subjected the Church to control and oppres¬ 
sion by a hostile government. The lengths to which the govern¬ 
ment was prepared to go underlines its determination to achieve 
either complete subjection or complete destruction. The parochial 
committees that had signed contracts for the use of the churches 
decided that these contracts could no longer be honored; these 
"pacts’" had been made in the expectation of the early fall of the 
regime. On its side, the Bolshevik government now felt that it had 
every right to demand the signature of new agreements in order 
to bring Church and State relations into accord with the law. During 
August 1922, therefore, the government demanded a new registra¬ 
tion of all religious associations.^® 

The Cathohc position, however, had remained unchanged. Tak¬ 
ing their stand on Archbishop Cieplak’s circular of January 3, 1922, 
the Catholic clergy, especially those in Petrograd, refused to sign 
the agreements and resisted as much as they could any attempts to 
inventory church property. Needless to say, serious conflicts devel¬ 
oped with the government.^® 

The most feared blow fell on December 5, 1922. Communist 
militia surroimded the Cathohc churches in Petrograd, closed and 
sealed them. Hoping to have the churches reopened and to forestall 
further closures, the archbishop turned to the Papal Rehef Mission 
and informed its head. Father Walsh, of the desperate situation of 
the Cathohc Church in Russia. He reported that the Soviet govem- 

Szel^zek to Budkiewicz, April 4, 1922. The Polish chargS d* affaires in Mos¬ 
cow, Tomasz Morawski, acted in Moscow; see BA, correspondence of Moraw- 
ski with Budkiewicz in the summer and fall of 1922. 

Izvestiia, August 12, 1922, the text of the Instruction. See NAD, RS, 
File No. 861.404/146, June 14, 1923, for an American report on this. 

^ Mihch, ‘Trotsess . . .,** op. cit., p. 104; McCuUagh, op. cit., pp. 154-171, 
gives the official statement of the accusation, in which the circular is described 
from the governments point of view (p. 163). However, McCuUagh has 
confused the dates of some events, e.g., pp. 164-174. 
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ment, seeing the determined resistance to signing agreements, had 
substituted “receipts” for the formal contracts, but these receipts 
were in fact disguised forms of the old contracts. Hence, the Catho¬ 
lics had refused to sign them. On December 5 the churches had 
been closed. The archbishop asked Father Walsh to inform the 
Holy See and to seek instructions on what course to follow; he felt 
that the Catholics' only hope lay in papal intervention.^® In fact, 
the Bolsheviks had closed the pro-cathedral of the Assumption; the 
churches of St. Stanislas, St. Francis, St. Casimir, St. Catherine, St. 
Boniface, the Immaculate Conception, and the Sacred Heart; the 
Maltese church; the chapel of the Sacred Heart of Mary, and four¬ 
teen other chapels.^^ The Catholic clergy of Petrograd tried to cir¬ 
cumvent these acts of violence by holding church services in private 
locations;^^ but these were only temporary expedients. 

The Catholic leaders turned their attention to solving the thorny 
problem of the closed churches. A study of the legal problem, 
probably prepared by Monsignor Budkiewicz, developed the posi¬ 
tion which Catholic leaders were taking. The closing of churches, 
the study argued, was an illegal act, because no such procedure had 
been provided for in the law, no time limit had been set on the 
signing of the contracts, and among the closed churches were some 
that had not as yet given any answer to the question of signing the 
new contracts. To the archbishop's and the Catholics' protest 
against the illegality of the action by the Petrograd oflBcials, Krassi- 
kov, in charge of religious affairs, declared that the action was 
completely legal. He declared, the study reported, that the govern¬ 
ment had closed the churches in order to put pressure on the 
Apostolic See for an early answer on the matter of the contracts. 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, December 
6, 1922. 

Milich, ‘Trotsess . . .,” op, cit., pp. 110-111, where the closures and related 
incidents are described. See also McCullagh, op. cit.y pp. 164-167, where the 
seizures of the churches of the Assumption, St. Casimir, St. Stanislas, St. 
Catherine, and the Blessed Virgin in Viborg are described. For a list of the 
chapels closed see Elenchus cleri et ecclesiarum archidioeceseos Mohiloviensis 
in Russia in diem 1 Januarii 1926 (Warsaw, 1926), p. 10. See also CA, letter 
of M. Amoudrou, O.P., to the Papal Relief Mission, January 17, 1923. 

Milich, “Protsess . . .,** op. cit., p. 104. See also BA, letter of Monsignor 
Budkiewicz to Lorenzo Lauri, apostolic nuncio in Warsaw, undated, but after 
December 5, 1922: “So far divine service has been conducted in private places, 
at which great crowds of faithful congregate.” 
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The Catholic delegates had presented a formula that would be 
acceptable to them; but church authorities decided that even this 
formula should not be signed, for they felt that the Soviet govern¬ 
ment would present Rome with a fait accompli,^ 

Moreover, the Commission for the Defense of Ecclesiastical Prop¬ 
erty had several times discussed the best means to deal with the 
sorry business. Some among them felt that Article Seven of the 
Treaty of Riga established a Polish protectorate over the Cathohc 
Church in Russia, because the church there was overwhelmingly 
Polish in membership; this protectorate was thought to resemble 
the one France exercised over the Cathohcs in the Near East. 
Poland’s rights over the Cathohcs in Russia might even serve as a 
base from which to extend her pohtical influence in Russia. How¬ 
ever, an inquiry with the members of the Pohsh Delegation assured 
the members of the defense commission that this was not the case— 
that, in fact, the article did not provide any specific protection for 
Cathohcs. Nevertheless, the commission decided that in order to 
protect church property, an appeal would have to be made not only 
to canon law, on which the clergy had mostly based their position 
hitherto, but also to Article Seven. The commission decided to 
demand the return, more especially, of the Theological Academy and 
the seminary, the churches of St. Petersburg, and churches in its 
vicinity. Finally, it resolved to open the Cathohc schools in Petro- 
grad without seeking the previous consent of the authorities; the 
authorities were to be merely informed of the fact. The action would 
be based on an appeal to Article Seven of the treaty 

According to three documents prepared by Monsignor Budkiewicz 
for the nuncio in Warsaw, the Cathohcs were to insist upon the 
illegahty of the closing of churches. The reasoning behind this 
position was that the closing of churches was an arbitrary action by 
the local authorities in Petrograd and that it was against the laws 
of the Soviet state. Just at the moment, the monsignor pointed out, 
the Soviet government was making a great effort to show the world 
that its work was one of reconstruction; part of this effort was the 
publication of a code of laws and the estabhshment of orderly 

^BA, Status questionis iuridicus, undated, but after December 5, 1922. 

Protokdiy komisji obrony i rewindykacji mienia ko^elnego przy 
kurji arcybiskupiej. 
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juridical procedure. Hence, it was important to impress upon the 
central Soviet authorities that the closing of churches was a brutal 
and illegal action and that the impression on the outside world was 
the worst possible.^® Moreover, a model of the protest to be sent 
to the central authorities by the parishioners emphasized that the 
action violated Soviet law and regulations. According to the instruc¬ 
tion for implementing the decree on the separation of Church and 
State, if no one arrived with the signed contracts to take over the 
churches, the local Soviet is obliged to announce the fact in tlie 
local newspapers three times as well as attach such an announce¬ 
ment to the doors of the churches. Then, if no one came forward 
in a week, the local authorities were to inform the Commissariat of 
Public Instruction. The protest pointed out that the parishioners 
had not been given the prescribed period in which to act and that 
their failure to present themselves was due to technical reasons 
beyond their control.^® 

In the third document, the monsignor worked out in detail what 
he considered the best legal position for the Catholics to take in 
the whole problem of relations between the Catholic Church and 
the Soviet government. For negotiations with the government to 
issue successfully, the monsignor insisted, there must be a thorough 
knowledge of the details of Soviet law on Church-State relations. 
In particular, an understanding of three phases of Soviet law was 
necessary: the articles of the Soviet constitution on the subject of 
Church-State relations, the decree on the separation of Chinrch and 
State issued January 23, 1918, and the instruction on the imple¬ 
mentation of the decree. 

The decree on the separation of Church and State and the other 
laws dealing with that subject were aimed at, and could only be 
aimed at, the Orthodox Church, which alone had been united with 
the government of imperial Russia. The Catholic Church was not 

BA, La Fermeture des eglises catholiques a Petrograd: *‘Les eglises de 
Petrograd et de ses environs ayant etes illegalement fermees, une plainte 
centre le comit6 execiitif du gouvemement de Petrograd devrait etre port^ 
au procoureur par les paroissiens de chaque eglise en particuliere. .. 

^ BA, Au Procoureur de la Republique au Kremlin: “...nous soussignes, 
representants la paroisse de Teglise catholique de . . . a Petrograd, portons 
plainte centre Taction illegale du comit6 executif de gouv. de Petrograd et 
requi^roas qu"un ordre soit donne pour Touverture immediate des nos 
eglises. .. 
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united in any way with the imperial Russian state, but was in fact 
regarded as an alien confession and religion. Relations between 
the Catholic Church and the imperial government had been gov¬ 
erned by a concordat with Rome. Once the imperial regime had 
fallen, the concordat was to be considered abrogated and the formal 
connection between the Catholics and the regime considered inter¬ 
rupted. 

Moreover, the statement goes on to say, this juridical position 
extends to the material possessions of the Catholic Church in Russia. 
The decree had proclaimed that the property of all rehgious or reh- 
gious associations was the property of the people. This view was 
based on the popular origin of the goods and properties of the 
Orthodox Church; these properties and goods could with justice 
be acclaimed as the property of the Russian people. On the other 
hand, the property of the Cathohc churches and associations could 
not in any way be classified as Russian in origin, and were rather 
foreign property and not the national heritage of the Russian people. 
The literal application of this article of the decree would be an act 
of brigandage. The special position of the Catholics in Russia 
demanded special treatment and arrangements. 

As to the Russian view that the laws of the State could not be 
changed just to suit the Catholics’ desires, the monsignor suggested 
that it was the instruction rather than the constitution and the decree 
which created problems, since both the constitution and the laws 
left adequate room for an adjustment with the Catholics in Russia.^'^ 

In spite of the great danger that threatened the Church from 
external forces, not all was well within the Catholic community 
either. There were those who found Archbishop Cieplak too timid 
and weak for his post; some of his own clergy thought so.^® Councils 
were confused by the intervention of Archbishop Ropp, who from 

BA, Les negotiations avec le gouvemement sovietiste; “LTglise Catholiqiie 
n’a jamais ete liee avec TEtat; ses relations avec le gouvemement msse furent 
fixees sous le regime imperial par un traite ou concordat conclu entre le gouv¬ 
emement msse et Le Saint Siege Apostolique, et abroge par le fait de la 
chute du regime imperial.'" 

BA, letter of Monsignor Budkiewicz to Archbishop Lauri, undated; see 
also Jan Ostrowski, Z za Kulis Kurji biskupiej to Leningradzie (Moscow, 1929), 
pp. 221, 252; letter of John Troigo to Archbishop Ropp, July 1, 1922; letter 
of Archbishop Ropp to Troigo, no date. 
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his distant exile in Warsaw tried to give directions to Archbishop 
Cieplak on what position to take in the matter of church valuables 
and the signing of contracts. Archbishop Ropp felt, too, that the 
Treaty of Riga was exceedingly stupid and would not help the 
Catholics in Russia.^^ Against Archbishop Ropp were arrayed those 
who felt he was the victim of bad advice.^® Finally, there were 
quarrels between the Latin rite priests and the new Russian Catholic 
clergy of Eastern rite, led by Exarch Fedorov and Father Abrikosov. 
These squabbles dealt with such things as whether the Julian or 
Gregorian calendar should be followed; or whether, as Fedorov 
demanded, all converts in Russia must join the Eastern rite Catholic 
Church that he headed. To some Latin clergy all this was quite 
illegal and tainted with fanaticism.^^ 

This strife was, of course, a sign of demoralization that was affect¬ 
ing not only the clergy but the laity as well. The clergy voiced dis¬ 
satisfaction with the moral condition of the laity; others were not 
too confident about the moral stature of some of the clergy.^^ Nearly 
as discouraging was the continuing deterioration of ecclesiastical 
property. For instance, the famed murals of St. Catherine’s parish 
church were in danger of complete ruin; the organ was in disrepair 
since the failure of the steam heating system in the church All 
these seemed to be signs of impending defeat. 

Even such measures as closing churches, however, did not break 
the resistance of the Catholic clergy and their parishioners. They 
still refused to sign the contracts for the use of the nationalized 

Ostrowski, op, cit., pp. 274, 307; letter of Archbishop Ropp to Archbishop 
Cieplak, 1919; letter of Archbishop Ropp to Archbishop Cieplak, 1921. 

^Memoir of Father Walerjan Ploskiewicz, unpublished. The original is in 
the possession of Monsignor Bronislas Ussas, Warsaw. 

James J. Zatko, “A Contemporary Report on the Condition of the Catholic 
Church in Russia, 1922,” The Harvard Theological Review, LIII (October 
1960), 292-293; Ostrowski, op. cit., pp. 228-229; letter of John Troigo to 
Archbishop Rcmp, July 21, 1921. 

BA, Protokdly komisji obrony i rewindykacji mienia koscielnego przy kurji 
arcybiskupiej. See also Ostrowski, op. cit., p. 239. 

BA, report of Monsignor Budkiewicz to the archdiocesan curia, in reply 
to a communication of October 19, 1922: ‘‘At this time the church and the 
buildings are in lamentable condition. For lack of fuel the church is not being 
heated; consequently, moisture has developed, and the central steam heating 
system has been damaged. Tlie roof is in very bad condition ... in many 
places water has penetrated around the windows and in some places has ruined 
the murals. The organ . .. has also been damaged by moisture.” 
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churches. The government, therefore, proceeded to extreme meas¬ 
ures. In November 1922, Archbishop Cieplak was ser\^ed with a 
statement of charges against him and informed that he would be 
tried for antigovemment propaganda, inciting Catholics to work 
for the overthrow of the Bolshevik government, and using rehgious 
prejudice to arouse counterrevolution. The trial was set for Novem¬ 
ber 17, 1922, but a delegation of Catholics from Petrograd managed 
to have it postponed until November 27. Even so, the trial was 
again postponed in order to extend the accusations as well as the 
number of persons being charged. The policy of closing churches 
had provoked resistance by the clergy and their parishioners, who 
were also to be tried.^^ 

Once again. Archbishop Cieplak and Monsignor Budkiewicz 
turned to the nuncio in Warsaw in hopes that the Vatican would 
take action. Both men tried to impress on tlie papal diplomat the 
urgency of the matter. The archbishop WTOte that he had given 
everything for famine rehef, except the church vessels, but even 
this had not satisfied the government. He pointed out to the nuncio 
that he had been threatened with prison and that he had reason 
even to fear for his life, since several members of the Orthodox 
Church had been executed for “counterrevolutionarj” crimes, the 
very thing with which he w^as being charged. The monsignor, too, 
pointed out that the situation had deteriorated and that it w’ould 
be much more diflBcult now to solve than had at first appeared. 

By December 19, 1922, the archbishop was cheered to learn that 
the Vatican had assigned or intended to assign Father Walsh to 
negotiate with the Soviets the settlement of the Cathohcs’ legal 
problems. Tlie very first of all problems, wTote the archbishop to 
Father Walsh, w^as the reopening of churches, for the Cathohcs 
w^ere growing w^ear}^ of the existing situation. If this problem were 

^McGullagh, op. cit., pp. 112-113; see also Rutkowsld, op. cit., pp. 219-222 
for details of the persecution. 

^ BA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the apostolic nuncio in Warsaw, 
undated: ‘1 am wTiting what is perhaps my last letter to Your Excellency, for 
unless I do what is now demanded of me. I shall be jailed and judged by the 
Revolutionary’ Tribunal.’" See BA, letter of Monsignor Budkie\sicz to the 
apostolic nuncio in Warsaw, undated: “Moreover, the archbishop and almost 
all the priests of St. Petersburg have been siunmoned before the prosecutor, 
who accuses us of various crimes of ‘counterrevolution.’ ” 
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solved, then the legal processes rising from the Catholics’ resistance 
might be halted. Moreover, continued opposition by Catholics 
might so exasperate the government that it might seize all the 
sacred vessels in the sealed churches. However, if Father Walsh’s 
credentials did not arrive in time, the archbishop inquired whether 
it might not be possible to sign the contracts in the form presented 
by the Catholic delegation to Krassikov, but with the changes 
demanded by the government. The text was, after all, a simple 
declaration of what the parishioners would do with the chiurches 
and of their obligations of maintenance; and the text did not speak 
of the churches as the property of the State or the people. The 
pastor of the parish would also be allowed to sign the document 
\vi\h his parochial committee. Finally, this declaration was but a 
temporary measure, to be suspended or changed after an agreement 
had been negotiated between the Vatican and the Soviet govern¬ 
ment.'*® 

In the meantime. Archbishop Ropp had written to Archbishop 
Cieplak, advising him to sign the agreements. Archbishop Ropp felt 
that the lack of time made it impossible to wait for Rome’s permis¬ 
sion and that the critical situation of the church demanded imme¬ 
diate action. Indeed, Catholics outside Russia would imderstand 
the desperate situation; and Archbishop Lauri, the nuncio, himself 
would not oppose the action. As a matter of fact, however, the 
Catholics inside Russia had decided not to sign the new agreements. 

While all this correspondence demanding action had been going 
on, the case against the archbishop and his clergy was being pre¬ 
pared for transmission to Moscow. The archbishop hastened to 
inform Father Walsh that intervention by the Vatican must come 
at the latest by January 2, 1923, for the dossier against him was to 
be forwarded to Moscow on January 3.'*'^ 

By January 16, 1923, the archbishop frankly confessed his uneasi¬ 
ness to Father Walsh, both over the case pending against him and 
the problem of the closed churches. For his attorney’s use he 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, December 
19, 1922. 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, December 
31, 1922. 
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requested exact information about the Papal Relief Mission’s 
charitable work.**® Just a few days later the archbishop appeared 
more cheerful, feeling that perhaps die entire case might be drop¬ 
ped; but Monsignor Budkiewicz did not feel so confident about the 
matter.^^ 

Convinced that a final crisis had arrived, the archbishop wrote a 
statement about the charges made against him and the clergy and 
gave it to a Mr. Preston, the British representative in Petrograd. 
Rejecting all the charges categorically, the archbishop declared 
that no Catholic counterrevolutionary organization had ever existed, 
that the conferences held by the clergy were purely private and 
religious and in no way political, and that both the Catholic priests 
and the laity were loyal Soviet citizens.^® 

In spite of all his efforts to have the Vatican settle the problem 
of relations with the Soviets, the archbishop was still waiting for a 
reply from Rome, as he remarked pointedly in a letter of February 
5, 1923, to Father Walsh. The Soviet authorities had refused to 
have anything to do with the Catholic clergy; hence, all arrange¬ 
ments with the government would have to be made through Father 
Walsh.®^ At long last, however, and really much too late, the arch¬ 
bishop received a telegram from Father Walsh on February 12, 
authorizing the signature of the agreements “for the present”—a 
phrase over which the somewhat hesitant archbishop puzzled, won¬ 
dering whether the phrase was meant to restrict the agreement to 
the matter of the closed churches. Since this was hardly a time to 
dally over such niceties, on February 16 a delegation went to the 
Smolny to make arrangements with the Petrograd authorities for 
the “technical” operation of the churches after they were opened.^- 
While one phase of the archbishop’s problems was at last open to 
settlement, the other, and personally more dangerous, refused to be 

^ CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, mistakenly 
dated as December 16, 1923, certainl)' must be January 16, 1923, for a post¬ 
script reads January 17, 1923. 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, January 
20, 1923. 

®°McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 113-114, where the statement is quoted. 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, February 
5, 1923. 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, February 
15, 1923. 
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solved so easily, as Monsignor Budkiewicz had so wisely remarked. 

The question of the case pending against him and his clergy now 
became more prominent. It was felt that every means had to be 
used in this now desperate situation. The archbishop felt that an 
appeal should be made to all the embassies likely to be friendly. 
Already in December he had suggested approaching the diplomatic 
representatives of nations who had Catholic nationals in Russia, 
e.g., German, Lithuanian, and Latvian; he said that the English 
consul had been most active. He had hoped at tlie time to present 
memoranda to all tliese consulates or embassies, perhaps even to the 
Italian. Monsignor Budkiewicz felt that the Polish government and 
the Warsaw Society in Warsaw, composed of distinguished and able 
Poles, might be most helpful.^^ 

All efforts were unavailing. On the night of March 2-3, 1923, all 
the priests of Petrograd were summoned to appear on March 5, 
1923, before the Supreme Revolutionary Tribunal in Moscow. 
Thither the archbishop and his clergy traveled on March 4, without 
having had time to settle even the most urgent ecclesiastical or 
personal business. On their arrival in Moscow, the archbishop and 
the priests stayed at the parish of Ss. Peter and Paul, where Fatlier 
Peter Ziehnsld was the pastor.^ 

As to the Bolshevik motive for this frontal assault on the clergy. 
Captain Francis McCuUagh, an eyewitness to these events, sur¬ 
mised that the driving force was Gregory Zinoviev, who was 
all-powerful in Petrograd; he was assisted in this by N. B. Krylenko, 
tlie public prosecutor of the Supreme Revolutionary Tribunal. 
Among the leading Bolsheviks, according to tlie same author, L. B. 
Kamenev, Leon Trotskii, F. E. Dzierzyhski, and N. Bukharin sup¬ 
ported Zinoviev and Krylenko, while tliose Bolsheviks who had to 
deal witli foreigners, and therefore feared the impact on pubhc 
opinion, e.g., M. I. Kalinin, Maxim Litvinov, George Chicherin, and 
Leonid Krassin, opposed tlie trial. McCullagh thought tliat if Lenin 
had been well, there would have been no trial.^^ 

BA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to Monsignor Budkiewicz, December 
10, 1922; BA, letter of Monsignor Budkiewicz to the apostolic nuncio in War¬ 
saw, undated; "The Warsaw Society, made up of men skilled in political 
matters and possessing maturity, can help our cause very much.” 

McCullagh, op. cit., p. 114. Ibid., p. 117. 
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However, Father Walsh construed the events somewhat differ¬ 
ently. His idea was that the whole attack on the Catholics was a 
dehberate step on the part of a fanatical left wing group to test 
whether the same tactics could be apphed to other “foreign** 
rehgions. Walter Duranty, the New York Times' correspondent, 
misunderstanding events—as did other correspondents in later times 
—denied that this was so and declared that only a few hotheads 
entertained such ideas. Christian A. Herter, in the United States 
Department of Commerce, transmitted a confidential report to the 
United States Department of State, in which an unknovm author felt 
that Father Walsh had been just a bit too irritated at tlie time of his 
statement, that is, after the trial of the clergy, to be very sound. 
The author of the report, like so many others, looked on the New 
Economic Policy quite optimistically and tended to construe events 
in the hght of his owm optimism.^® 

Whatever the many speculations on this problem, Monsignor 
Budkiewicz underscored in his letter to the nuncio in Warsaw what 
was undoubtedly the ultimate motive. From a long experience of 
Russian government, botli the tsarist and the Bolshevik, the mon¬ 
signor judged well when he said, “Our persecutors use every effort 
to terrorize us and to subject us to their wall.** Moreover, from his 
repeated negotiations with the communists he had developed cer¬ 
tain ideas, which he expressed in one of his last letters to the nuncio 
in Warsaw. “Although the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has informed 
you that the Soviet government has given up its decision to proceed 
to trial, you are not to beheve their words, but you must demand 
that whatever is arrived at in discussion, and decided or promised, 
must be put in writing, because in their conduct of affairs Soviet 
oflBcials operate with falsehood and delay.** Thus many years ago 
the monsignor w^ho perished at the hands of the Bolsheviks defined 

^ NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/124, April 12, 1923, which is an extensive 
report on conversations with Father Walsh and Walter Duranty. How' 
ill-informed Duranty was is suggested by his statement that the “most eminent 
of the priests on trid was Monsignor Buchlcevisch,” in Walter Duranty, I Write 
as I Please (New York, 1935), p. 202. He does not even mention Archbishop 
Cieplak; however, as a credit to Duranty’s honesty, it must be added that he 
admitted he had mishandled the whole trial, and he had been convinced that 
it was a merely formal affair. 
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their conduct in terms of tyranny and duplicity; perhaps he showed 
only too naive a faith in the written word.^'^ 

Having thus stated the general motivation behind the Soviet 
action, Monsignor Budkiewicz saw also another factor entering into 
the arrest of the Roman Catholic clergy. In a statement prepared 
for the mmcio in Warsaw, he wrote: “In order to justify in a certain 
measure the illegal closing of the churches of Petrograd and to 
inspire fear in the clergy, the Soviet government has organized a 
political process and placed Archbishop Cieplak and thirteen priests 
under the threat of an accusation for crimes... Thus, the desire 
to justify its acts in public opinion and to terrorize unite in one 
action.®® 

Whatever the rumors in the ministries of foreign affairs, it was 
clear that the archbishop and the clergy were going to stand trial. 
March 14 was set as the trial date. Once more before the trial, on 
March 9, the security poUce questioned the archbishop. When 
asked what his relations with Rome were and whether he had 
appointed a successor, the archbishop replied that he had not 
thought it necessary to appoint a successor, since as yet no court had 
passed sentence on him. In the course of the examination the arch¬ 
bishop declared his friendly feeling for the Russian Catholic Church 
in Russia and emphasized that both Byzantine and Roman Catholics 
were members of one church. Questioned about Warsaw, he denied 
any dependence on Warsaw and affirmed that he owed obedience 
only to Rome in ecclesiastical matters. He reminded his inquisitors 
that he had been exiled for two years by the tsarist regime and had 
already spent two weeks in a communist prison.®^ 

BA, letter of Monsignor Budldevvicz to the apostolic nuncio in Warsaw, 
undated: “Persecutores nostri omnem conatum adhibent, ut nos terrore afficiant 
suoque arbitrio subiiciant.... Quamquam Tibi, Reverendissime, in officio 
Rerum Extemarum dictum est gubemium sovieticum consilium iudicandi 
abiecisse, non est verbis credendum, sed postulandum ut omnia, ad quae in 
discussione perventum est et quae statuta vel promissa simt, in scripto declar- 
entur, quia officiales sovietici omnibus negotiis mendacio et tergiversatione 
operantur.” 

BA, Le proces du clerge catholique a Petrograd: “Le Gouvemement 
sovietiste, desireux de justifier dans une certaine mesure la fermeture illegale 
des eglises h Petrograd et de faire peur au clerg6. . . ** 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Mission, March 9, 
1923. 
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In a letter of March 9 he also informed Father Walsh that he 
and his priests had received a summons to appear before the tribunal 
to hear the charges lodged against them. The archbishop thanked 
Father Walsh and through him the pope for their monetary assis¬ 
tance, which, he assured Father Walsh, would be spent to defray 
the costs of their defense.®^ 

On March 10, 1923, the archbishop and his clergy were conveyed 
through the streets of Moscow in an open truck to appear before 
the Revolutionary Tribunal. 

^Ibid. 




IX 


The Trial: Its Significance 
and Aftermath 


P erhaps no aspect of the Bolshevik regime so reveals its reac- 
tionaiy nature as its judicial procedures. During the very first days 
of their rule the Bolsheviks rejected the decades of progress made 
during the tsarist regime after the court reforms of 1864. On 
November 24, 1917, Decree One on Courts abolished all coiuls 
and the ofiBce of pubhc prosecutor. To replace the tsarist system 
of 1864 the Bolsheviks estabhshed local courts “elected on a demo¬ 
cratic basis’' and Worker s and Peasant’s Revolutionary Tribunals. 
These tribunals became the chief instruments in the dispensing of 
revolutionary justice during the period up to the new criminal code 
^^^hich went into effect in 1924. 

These tribunals differed from the dread Cheka only by the fact 
that the hearings were pubhc. There were no provisions to protect 
the rights of the accused. The tribunals were free to use any meas¬ 
ures to combat counterrevolution and sabotage; they were also free 
to summon witnesses or to admit counsel if they chose to, and they 
were not bound by any form of judicial procedure.^ In fact, brute 
force ruled the proceedings in these tribunals, which acted as 


^ V. Gsovski and K. Grzybovvski, Government, Law and Courts in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, I (New York, 1959), 511-516; for the constitu¬ 
tional structure at this time, see Merle Fainsod, How Russia is Ruled (Cam¬ 
bridge, 1954), pp. 291-326, 354-389, a work characterized by the most 
thorough kind of research and a profound understanding of the Bolshevik 
system of government. 
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though there had not been hundreds of years of effort in the creation 
of systems to provide for justice. 

The trial of Archbishop Cieplak and his clergy took place in a 
former Club of the Nobility, transformed into the House of the 
Red Labor Unions. The hall selected for the trial was the Blue 
Room, a large rectangular room with light blue walls and a frieze 
near the ceiling representing dancing girls and naked cupids. This 
was hardly a decor suited to the tragedy that was about to occur 
in this playroom of the old aristocracy. 

The clergy summoned before the High Court of the Russian 
Sociahst Federated Soviet Repubhc were: Archbishop Cieplak (the 
administrator-archbishop of Mohylew and titular archbishop of 
Ochrid, Exarch Fedorov (of the Catholic Byzantine rite in Russia), 
Monsignori Malecki and Budkiewicz, and Fathers Wasilewski, Janu- 
kowic 2 :, Ejsmont, Juniewicz, Matulanis, Chwiecko, Troigo, Chod- 
niewicz, Ivanov, Rutkowski, and Pronckietis. Besides the clergy, 
James Shamas, a layman and music student at the Petrograd Con¬ 
servatory, was included in the trial because of his violent attitude 
during the closing of the churches in Petrograd.^ 

The charges lodged against the prisoners were of tlie most serious 
nature. Archbishop Cieplak, Exarch Fedorov, Monsignor Malecki, 
Monsignor Budkiewicz, Father Wasilewski, Father Janukowicz, 
Father Ejsmont, Father Juniewicz, Father Matulanis, Father Chwie¬ 
cko, Father Troigo, Father Chodniewicz, and Father Ivanov were 
charged wth having conspired together to found a counterrevolu¬ 
tionary organization having as its object a revolt against the laws 
and orders of the Soviet state regulating the relations between 
Church and State. These crimes were indictable under Articles 63 
and 119 of the Criminal Code. Article 63 of the Code provided 
that all members of any organization which either opposed or 
utilized the normal functioning of the Soviet institutions and enter¬ 
prises for counterrevolutionary purposes were liable to the extreme 

^ OZ, p. 56, lists the names and addresses of all those indicted; Fathers 
Baltrushis and Chaevskii had died in the meantime, see p. 58; see also 
Franciszek Rutkowski, Arcybiskup Jan Cieplak (Warsaw, 1934), p. 265. The 
New York Times, March 22, 1923, reported incorrectly that Archbishop Cieplak 
and sixteen priests were put on trial; Izvestiia, March 11, 1923, announced the 
trial of the Catholic clergy. 
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penalty and the sequestration of property. In case of extenuating 
circumstances, the penalty might be commuted to five years’ solitary 
confinement and the sequestration of property. However, if the 
member accused acted in ignorance of the final goal of the organi¬ 
zation, he was to be punished by a three years’ minimum term. 
Article 119 provided for punishment by solitary confinement for a 
minimum of three years to anyone who utilized the religious pre¬ 
judices of the masses in order to plot against the government or to 
instigate opposition to the decrees of the Soviet government In 
time of war or popular risings, these crimes could be punished by 
the ultimate penalty.^ 

Archbishop Cieplak was further charged with participation in 
civil disorders, which constituted a definite act of disobedience to 
the legal demands of the civil authorities, and with hindering the 
authorities in the fulfillment of their oflBcial duties. The basis for 
these charges was the archbishop’s circular of January 23, 1922, in 
which he protested against the illegal seizures of church valuables, 
along with his telegram to Father Rutkowsld, declaring the govern¬ 
ment’s demands illegal. This "crime” against Article 77 of the Code 
was punishable in the case of agitators, leaders and organizers by 
a minimum term of two years’ solitary confinement; other convicted 
persons were to be punished by an imprisonment for a minimum 
six months’ term.^ 

Father Chodniewicz was also accused specifically of using the 
religious superstitions of the masses to instigate resistance against 
the government; hence he was also specifically indicted under 
Article 119 of the Code.^ 

Father Juniewicz, having resisted the seizure of church valuables, 
was likewise accused individually under Article 62, which fell upon 
all members of any organization that attempted to incite the popula- 

2 OZ, pp. 52-55, gives a detailed statement of the charges. See Pravda, 
March 22, 23, 1923; Izvestiia, March 22, 23, 1923. See also Francis McCullagh, 
The Bolshevik Persecution of Christianity (New York, 1924), pp. 169-170; 
Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 224. 

♦ OZ, pp. 52-53; Pravda, March 22, 1923; Izvestiia, March 22, 23, 1923; 
KW, March 22, 1923; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 169-170; Rutkowski, op. cit., 
pp. 230-231. 

® OZ, pp. 54, 56; Pravda, March 22, 1923; Izvestiia, March 22, 23, 1923; 
McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 170-171, 357. 
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tion to insurrection, to induce the people to refuse to pay taxes or 
perform their duties as citizens, or that by any means whatsoever 
attacked the dictatorship of the proletariat.® 

Finally, Fathers Rutkowski and Pronckietis were charged with 
oflFenses indictable imder Article 119 of the Code, namely, for resist¬ 
ing the seizure of church valuables. James Shamas, the only layman 
in the groups, was indicted under Article 77, paragraph 2, which 
makes a nonleader hable to a minimum term of six months.'^ 

^Vhile the Criminal Code and the articles involved in the indict¬ 
ment seem almost gauged to the trial of the Roman CathoHc clergy 
in Russia, the whole court process against the Cathohcs, according 
to the report of F. W. B. Coleman, of the American legation in Riga, 
justified the structure of the revolutionary courts in Bolshevik 
Russia. N. V. ICrylenko, according to Coleman, candidly admitted 
that the courts were designed to protect the rights of the toiling 
masses and to defend the dictatorship of the proletariat; moreover, 
if this required the comls to trample on the rights of the otlier 
classes, tlie courts would not hesitate to do so. Coleman, pointing 
to a significant element in the judicial system, called attention to the 
fact that tlie appeal from the coiui:s was an appeal to pohtical 
bodies, that is, from the Provincial Court to the Provincial Executive 
Committee, and from the Supreme Court to the All-Russian Central 
Executive Committee. Subsequently, wTOte Coleman, the trial of 
the Roman Cathohc clergy had fully justified the confidence of the 
government in the new courts, for the conduct of the case by Kr\'- 
lenko presented the court with a ready-made verdict.® 

The cast of characters, in addition to the prisoners, included the 
judges. The chief judge was A. V. Galkin, a man of about forty-five, 
who had already distinguished himself as a person full of hatred 
for religion. His colleagues on the bench were Nemtsov, a workman 
judge, and Chelyshev, supposedly a peasant judge. These judges 
did not maintain the impartiahty which is associated with the task 

® OZ, pp. 53, 56; Pravda, March 22, 1923; Izvestiia, March 22, 23, 1923; 
McCuUagh, op. cit., pp. 171, 356. 

^OZ, pp. 54, 56; Pravda, March 22, 1923; Izvestiia, March 22, 23, 1923; 
McCuUagh, op. cit., pp. 171, 356. 

® NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/123, April 13, 1923. A group of Polish com¬ 
munists added an element of betrayal by meeting to vote anti-Cieplak resolu¬ 
tions, Izvestiia, March 28, 1923, and Pravda, March 21, 1923. 
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of a judge, but intervened to assist the prosecution when the need 
arose. 

The prosecutor was N. V. Krylenko, whose conduct is described 
by Captain McCullagh as violent and overbearing. 

The chief defense attorney was Bobrishchev-Pushkin, a very 
distinguished lawyer of the old regime, with a reputation for fear¬ 
lessness, integrity, and ability; but he was unable to cope with the 
vagaries of a revolutionary tribunal tliat disregarded traditional rules 
of court conduct and evidence. Captain McCullagh characterized 
his conduct of the case as apologetic and mild, but perhaps this was 
the wiser manner in which to handle witnesses of the prosecution. 
Bobrishchev-Pushkin was ably seconded by a young and courageous 
lawyer, Kommodov, who had been arrested when a few weeks 
before the trial he had gone to Petrograd to see the archbishop.® 

The witnesses for the prosecution were Petrograd oflBcials: Miss 
Sapunova, the secretary of the Basil Island Executive Committee; 
Comrade Smirnov, the administrative director of the Moscow- 
Narva district in Petrograd; Kolesnikov, the representative of the 
Commission for the Requisition of Church Valuables; Koenig, the 
president of the church board in the Moscow-Narva district; and 
finally a Guedix.^® 

On Wednesday, March 21, 1923, the great trial opened. Judge 
Galkin declared the court of the Supreme Tribunal to be open, and 
the prosecutor, Krylenko, proceeded. The burden of his opening 
questions was the decree on the seizure of the church valuables for 
famine relief. The priests’ answers to these questions all had the 
same tenor: like Father Rutkowski who was questioned by Krylenko, 
they delared that they had no right to allow the government to 
conduct inventories of the church valuables. Monsignor Malecki, 
frank and without guile, confounded the prosecutor when describ¬ 
ing the treasures in his private room—a bed, priedieu, table, crucifix, 
and a portable altar, presumably used to help serve the poorest of 

® McCullagh, op, cit., pp. 142-143, who is a little too severe on the defense 
attorneys; after all, they had an extremely difficult, if not impossible, task; 
Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 229-230, also gives a description of the judges. On 
the low level of education among the judiciary, see Gsovski, op. cit., p. 517. 

OZ, pp. 56-57, lists seventeen witnesses; McCullagh, op. cit., p. 176, 
mistakenly gives one witness' name as Sapinova, but the correct form is Ryku- 
nova, as given in the OZ, and in Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 243. 



144 


Descent Into Darkness 


the poor. To the prosecutor s questions about religious instruction 
being given to persons under eighteen years of age, the priests 
answered that they had instructed such persons and would continue 
to do so, appealing to a higher law than the Soviet law—a position 
which the prosecutor found intolerable, and which he condemned 
by saying that there was to be no discussion of the law, but simply 
obedience to the Soviet law. Finally, on this first day of the trial, 
a great to-do was made of the “resistance” offered the government 
officials when they came to seize the church valuables or to close 
the Catholic churches in Petrograd in connection with their program. 
Father Rutkowski, who was accused of “demonstratively” falling on 
his knees when the militia entered the church of the Assumption, 
declared that inasmuch as he was unable to prevent the seizure, he 
fell to praying; Krylenko solemnly proclaimed in the court, “That 
was a counterrevolutionary act.” The interrogation of the first day 
ended on a solemn note, as the prosecutor declaimed to the accused 
that they must make a choice between the laws of the Soviet repub¬ 
lic and that “other” law; to this a young priest, unidentified by name, 
declared that in a conflict between the two laws, he would ever 
follow the law of God and the Church.^^ 

The second day of the trial was spent in further cross-examination 
of the prisoners with regard to the decree of the separation of 
Church and State—more specifically the conferences held by the 
clergy with a view to making the decree more acceptable to the 
Catholics in Russia. The reports in Izvestiia and the Pravda of March 
22, 1923, make clear the construction that the government tried to 
impose on the conduct of the Catholic clergy during those years. 
Insisting that their conduct was political rather than purely rehgious, 
the prosecution declared that the Roman Catholic clergy in its 
conference went beyond religious propaganda and even agitation 
against the Soviet state and had established a formally religious but 
actually political organization with numerous branches, whose 
object was to resist the enforcement of the decree on separation of 

Izvestiia, March 24, 1923; NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, 
Enclosure No. 9; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 175-188, where the whole chapter 
is devoted to the first day; Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 228-266, describes the 
whole trial in one chapter, and since he himself was on trial, his testimony is 
especially valuable, but he concentrates almost exclusively on Archbishop 
Cieplak. See also KIV, March 22, 1923. 
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Cliurch and State. That the aichdiocesan central committee and the 
local committees had been spoken of as organized to last imtil a 
strong legal order was established in Russia, was construed as "until 
the overthrow of the Soviet power.” Furthermore, the open "resist¬ 
ance” in connection with the enforcement of the decree of February 
23, 1922, concerning the confiscation of church valuables, clearly 
illustrated the open resistance to the orders of the Soviet govern¬ 
ment. The disclosure of the various details in the "criminal” activi¬ 
ties constituted the substance of the judicial investigation, according 
to the report.^*^ 

On the third day of the trial, March 23, 1923, Krylenko resumed 
an extensive interrogation of Archbishop Cieplak, whom he had 
begun to examine very late at night on the previous day. In ques¬ 
tioning the archbishop, Krylenko used the following documents: the 
archbishop's circular letter of January 3, 1922; the archbishop s cir¬ 
cular of March 20,1922, appealing to parents to teach their children 
rehgion; a letter of Archbishop Ropp dealing with the question of 
church goods and with the problem of entering into agreements with 
the Soviet government (a letter which illustrated the position of 
Archbishop Ropp, who was actually opposed by his fellow-priests 
in Russia, e.g.. Monsignor Budkiewicz, etc., as to the policy he 
followed); a letter of Archbishop Cieplak, dated September 12, 
1919, declaring that church property belongs to the church; a few 
private letters; the "minutes” of the clerical conferences held from 
1918-1920; and several notes by Monsignor Budkiewicz to the effect 
that the baptismal registers as well as marriage and burial records 
should not be handed over to tlie government. Besides two reports 
by Monsignor Budldewicz—one about signing the agreements for 
use of the Catholic churches and the other containing some historical 
notes about the separation of Church and State—and a few private 
letters, there was a telegram of congratulations to the Regency 
Council in Warsaw, dated July 18, 1918.^^ That this telegram was 

’^OZ, pp. 54-55; Izvestiia, March 22, 23, 1923, and Pravda, March 22, 23, 
1923. 

Monsignor Budkiewicz’s survey on the separation of Church and State 
in Bolshevik Russia is reproduced in the OZ, pp. 11-13; for examples of the 
correspondence between Monsignor Budkiewicz and the nuncio. Archbishop 
Lauri, in Warsaw, see James J. Zatko, ‘'The Letters of Archbishop Lauri, 
Apostolic Nuncio in Warsaw, to Monsignor Constantine Budkiewicz of St. 
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included in the documents certainly served as a warning of w hat 
was in store. 

After the archbishop admitted that he had sent the circular on 
the church propert)% and after defending his action as a religious 
one, Krjdenko’s questions took a turn that was ominous, for he 
began attempting to connect the archbishop with Poland, thus 
hoping to identify the Catholic clergv^ on trial with Polish political 
questions; how^ dangerous this was, the event prov^ed. But Kiyienko 
failed to make much headw^ay with the archbishop. Hoping to entrap 
the archbishop in a falsehood, he demanded knowing whether the 
archbishop in any w’ay depended on Warsaw^; when this w^as denied, 
Krylenko produced a letter addressed to the archbishop and written 
by Monsignor Lorenzo Lauri, apostolic nuncio at Warsaw. After the 
archbishop admitted the authenticity of the letter, Krylenko tri¬ 
umphantly pointed to the letter, reading “the Polish Nunciature, 
Warsaw.'’ Quickly but courteously the archbishop corrected him, 
indicating that the correct reading w^as “Apostolic” and not ‘Tohsh.” 
Since Krylenko felt, then, that he had lost this point, he tried to 
establish the manner in which the archbishop corresponded with 
the nuncio; but the archbishop declared that he had wTitten directly 
to the pope, and that the answer had come through the nuncio in 
Warsaw, for reasons unknown to the archbishop. As to the manner 
of communicating with Rome, the archbishop testified that he had 
sent his letter through a private channel with the permission of 
Peter Krassikov^ the head of the rehgious affairs department in the 
Comissariat of Justice. Sometimes, added the archbishop, he sent 
his letters by ordinaiy^ post, a comment that provoked much merri¬ 
ment from the prosecutor, who, undoubtedly, felt that very little 
mail going through the ordinary" post could escape the inspection 
of the Bolshevik authorities or agents.^^ 

Catherine's, St. Petersburg, 1922-1923,” The Polish Review, IV (1959), 
127—131; Zatko, “A Contemporary Report on the Catholic Church in Russia, 
1922,” The Harvard Theological Review, LIII (October 1960), 277-295. 
Other correspondence is cited throughout the present work; this correspondence 
was used as evidence in the trial. See furthermore, McCuUagh, op. cit., p. 
199; Rutkowsld, op. cit., pp. 235-236. 

March 24, 25, 1923, as weU as Izvestiia, March 24, 1923; XAD, 
RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure Xo. 9; McCuUagh, op. cit., 
pp. 196-198; Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 246-248. 
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During further cross-examination, the archbishop emphasized his 
duty of teaching religion to children, while Krylenko insisted that 
teaching rehgion to the ignorant was terrorization, a definitely 
political act. To Krylenko’s further inquiry as to why the archbishop 
opposed the committees of twenty which were to take over church 
property, the archbishop declared first that the "twenties” were not 
chosen from the believers and that they violated the rights of the 
Catholics and of the pastor, as the proper executors of canonical 
law. These "twenties,” according to the archbishop, destroyed the 
unity of the Church, just as they had effectively destroyed the 
unity of the Orthodox Church.^^ 

The afternoon of the third day of trial was spent in cross-examin¬ 
ing Monsignor Budkiewicz, and in the course of the questioning it 
gradually became clear in what direction the prosecutor was mov¬ 
ing. Indeed, the matter of relations with Poland was not even 
mentioned in the statement of charges, but in Monsignor Budkie- 
wicz’s examination this element moved to the fore of the trial. After 
trying to show from the letters of Archbishop Ropp, who was not on 
trial, that the monsignor had advocated a policy of resistance— 
a statement that the monsignor explained, saying that he meant 
legal resistance by presenting petitions—the prosecutor further at¬ 
tempted to prove that the prisoner had showm pro-Polish tendencies 
and had followed a pro-Polish policy in his conduct. Thus, the ill- 
fated telegram of congratulations sent to the Pohsh government was 
presented by Krylenko as proof of criminal communication with a 
foreign government.^® 

Furthermore, the prosecutor tried to establish that Monsignor 
Budkiewicz’s opposition to the signing of the agreements, which 
the monsignor characterized as fictitious, and the monsignor s policy 
of resistance were reaUy an organized plan to oppose the direct 
orders of the government. This the monsignor vigorously denied, 
insisting that his whole program consisted of trying to find a modus 
Vivendi that would be acceptable from the religious and canonical 
viewpoint. Krylenko, then, returned once more to the question of 

Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 242-243; McCuUagh, op. cit.y p. 202. 

Izvestiia, March 25, 1923; Pravda, March 25, 1923; NAD, RS, File No. 
861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 10; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 
206-208. 
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relations with the Polish government, more especially to alleged 
eflForts of the monsignor to get a letter of protection for his church 
from the Danish Red Cross and from the Polish Mission in Moscow. 
Moreover, Monsignor Budldewicz’s draft of a letter to a member 
of the Polish Mission in Moscow—a letter that the monsignor denied 
he actually sent—was used against him. In this letter the monsignor 
suggested that the Polish government guarantee a loan in the 
amount of 400,000 rubles which the church of St. Catherine had had 
to borrow. This was interpreted as an illegal communication with 
the agents of a foreign govemment.^^ 

On this note the third day of trial ended. Once again, it was the 
Soviet press that published the oflBcial interpretation of the signifi¬ 
cant aspects of the trial. In reference to Archbishop Cieplak’s in¬ 
quiry to Rome about the church property agreements, Krylenko 
reportedly asked the archbishop whether he had made inquiries 
with the Polish government about the agreements; the paper repre¬ 
sented the archbishop as giving a hesitant answer, though, of 
course, the paper did not report Krylenko’s mistake in reading 
‘Tohsh” for "Apostolic.” The newspaper report in Izvestiin, March 
24, 1923, declared that "it became obvious that in addition to 
maintenance of communications with the Vatican and Poland 
through oflBcial channels (the People’s Commissariat of Foreign 
AflFairs), Cieplak also had private channels, which fact he was com¬ 
pelled to admit.” Moreover, the paper promised that the judicial 
investigation would disclose all the details of the underground net¬ 
work of the Catholic clergy during the period 1918-1922.^® 

Izvestiia of March 25, 1923, reported on the cross-examination of 
both the archbishop and Monsignor Budkiewicz. Significant were 
the statements made in the report about Monsignor Budldewicz’s 
contact with the Polish government. Pointing out that the Mon¬ 
signor was a Russian citizen, the report declared that he had 
approached the Polish government with a request to take steps 
towards the return of the confiscated houses, churches, and con¬ 
fiscated church property generally. Tlie ill-omened telegram, too, 

McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 212-213, where the letter is reproduced. 

Izvestiia, March 24, 1923, where the report speaks of Archbishop Lauri 
as Archbishop Lawrence. See also NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 
1923, Enclosure No. 9. 





149 


The Trial: Its Significance and Aftermath 

was referred to as expressing the patriotic feeling of the Poles in 
Moscow—a telegram signed by Monsignor Budkiewicz, who was, 
as the paper pointed out again, a Russian citizen.^® 

The fourth day of the trial opened with a most important state¬ 
ment from Archbishop Cieplak to the effect that he had received 
information sometime ago that the Vatican had given its permission 
for the signing of agreements in a form communicated to Vorovskii, 
the Soviet representative in Rome, with whom the Vatican had 
negotiated indirectly. The archbishop had communicated this infor¬ 
mation to the Petrograd Executive Committee; inasmuch as this 
had been done three weeks before the trial, that aspect of the 
conflict between the Catholics and the Soviet government could 
be considered solved. Father Walsh, head of the papal relief mis¬ 
sion, had received no less than three letters from Krassikov, discuss¬ 
ing the permission to sign—which had been granted by the Vatican 
in a telegram from Cardinal Gasparri. After Father Walsh had shown 
this telegram to Krassikov, he suggested that Father Walsh proceed 
to Petrograd to inform the archbishop; but at Petrograd the local 
Soviet apparently did not now want the archbishop to sign, much to 
Father Walsh’s surprise. All this took place three or four weeks 
before the trial. 

After this statement to the court by the archbishop, the court 
inquired of Krassikov’s department whether the Commissariat of 
Justice knew anything about the Vatican’s action; to this Krassikov 
blandly replied, in the evening, that the commissariat knew nothing 
about this matter “oflBcially.” Consequently, Krylenko refused to 
take cognizance of the event, and it was ignored by the court 
during the remainder of the trial.^® 

The attitude of the prosecution on this matter was revealed by 
Krylenko when he declared that from the statement of the arch¬ 
bishop it might be thought that that phase of the question was 
closed; and, indeed, according to Krylenko, from the viewpoint of 
the accused it did close it, for they explained their resistance by an 

Izvestiia, March 25, 1923; Pravda, March 25, 1923; NAD, RS, File No. 
861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 10. 

20 NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 19, 1923, Enclosure No. 10; N. V. 
Krylenko, Sudebnye rechi, 1922-1930 (Moscow, 1931), p. 3; McCullaeh, 
op. cit., pp. 215-217. 
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appeal to the canons of their church. Nevertheless, tlie object of the 
prosecution, remarked Krylenko with some wit, was not to study 
canon law, but to examine the activities of the accused, to determine 
whether they violated the laws of the Soviet government, and to 
fix the responsibihty for the violations; hence, the prosecution could 
not consider any canons or dogmas which had not been confirmed 
by the Soviet govemment.^^ 

On this day of tlie trial. Exarch Fedorov was also extensively 
examined as to a memorandum he had written on Church-State 
relations. Exarch Fedorov acquitted himself ably, pointing out that 
Archbishop Ropp and he had been invited by the fifth section of 
the Commissariat of Justice to co-operate in drawing up a plan for 
tlie apphcation of the decree of separation of Church and State; 
they had been assured that no explanations or regulations would 
be issued without their co-operation, but this promise was broken 
by the appearance of tlie August instruction on the decree. As to 
the seizure of the church valuables, he declared that he protested 
their seizure only because he did not have the authority to dispose 
of them; for his own part, he felt that the valuables should have 
been handed over for famine rehef, but he also demanded that there 
should be no sacrilegious violation of churches.-^ 

According to Captain McCuUagh, the court resumed its sitting 
at 6:00 P.M., after an interval of three hours; the resumption was 
signalized by activity on the platform which provided the stage for 
the trial, on which the judges, lawyers, prisoners and witnesses were 
clearly visible. Two women, oflBcial court stenographers, took their 
places in order to record the speeches of tlie prosecuting attorney, 
the defense lawyers, and the prisoners, who were to plead for their 
lives and hberty. The president of the court, Galkin, declared that 
the arguments of the case were concluded and that the prosecutor, 
Krylenko, had the ear and attention of the court. 

^Izvestiia, March 25, 1923; Pravda, March 25, 1923. The entire text of 
Krylenko's speech can be fornid in Krylenko, op, cit. See also NAD, RS, File 
No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 10. 

OZ, pp. 49-^1, where the evidence against Fedorov is stated and Fedorov’s 
answers are made to P. Lopatinskii, the investigator. Among other things, 
Fedorov reports that Krassikov had told him that the Soviets expected to 
model their separation of Church and State on the system used in the United 
States (p. 50). See also McCullagh, op. cit, pp. 218-220. 
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Krylenko, beginning a two-hour speech at 6:10 P.M., rejected 
any effort to eliminate from the trial the problem of signing agree¬ 
ments with the Catholics in the light of the Vatican’s consent. To 
emphasize the reactionary character of the Church and the clergy 
as well as to support his position on the counterrevolutionary atti¬ 
tude of the clergy, Krylenko referred to the Soviet constitution which 
disfranchised clergy and religious together with the former exploit¬ 
ing classes. Pointing out that no religious organization had any 
political rights or legal status in the republic, he declared that he 
spat on the religion of the prisoners, as he did on all religions— 
Orthodox, Mohammedan, Jewish, Lutheran, and all the rest. The 
church organization was designed to influence the minds of men 
and thus reduce them to spiritual slavery; it is, therefore, and always 
was, a powerful instrument for the enslavement of the masses. 

As to the conduct of the priests, they claimed that the pope con¬ 
trolled all the church property, but, according to Krylenko, their 
conduct proved that they owned the property. Moreover, their 
resistance to government decrees could not be construed as purely 
religious, for it was clearly political, in object as well as in method. 
They belonged to a political organization, whose object was political 
action, i.e., resistance to government orders. Archbishop Cieplak 
resisted the operation of the law, as his circular proved; Monsignor 
Budkiewicz had even approached the Polish government not only 
for guarantees, but to express his fidehty. The clergy, therefore, had 
created an organization outside the State and opposed to the State. 
Archbishop Cieplak was the guiding intelligence of this organiza¬ 
tion and Monsignor Budkiewicz its actual leader, its organizer, and 
the agent of a foreign state, Poland. 

Krylenko then proceeded to demand the supreme penalty for 
Archbishop Cieplak and for Monsignor Budkiewicz as the leaders 
of a counterrevolutionary organization. He also demanded the deatli 
penalty for Fathers Ejsmont and Chwiecko, as confirmed enemies of 
the Soviet government, who declared openly that they had broken 
the law and would continue to do so. The punishment of Fathers 
Chodniewicz and Juniewicz he left to the discretion of the court; 
it might be possible, he thought, to give them only ten years’ impris¬ 
onment. Exarch Fedorov was considered worthy of ten years in 
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prison, whereas Monsignor Malecki and Fathers Wasilewski, Troigo, 
Matulanis, Janukowicz, and Ivanov were to receive five years. 
Fathers Rutkowski and Pronckietis were to be punished to the 
extent of three years. The lone layman, James Shamas, who was 
under age, was to get a sentence of no more than six months.^ 

After the loud applause that had greeted the speech of Krylenko, 
the defense attorneys had their opportunity to speak, as did Exarch 
Fedorov, who was conducting his own defense. Kommodov empha¬ 
sized the purely rehgious mentality of the clergy and their training 
in obedience; to require them to change quickly was to demand the 
superhuman. Since aU the leading Catholic clergy approved the 
decree separating Church and State, he defended the clerical con¬ 
ferences by denying that the priests had any counterrevolutionary 
character. Moreover, they would all have signed the agreements, if 
only they had the permission of the Vatican. This certainly was 
not counterrevolution.^^ 

Such was the import of the argument by the defense counsel, 
Kommodov. His colleague, Bobrishchev-Pushkin, followed the same 
line of argument, pointing out that the actions of the accused did not 
constitute counterrevolution. To prove counterrevolution the prose¬ 
cution had to show that the prisoners were animated by a set pur¬ 
pose to overthrow the Soviet government. The second thesis of the 
defense attorney, Bobrishchev-Pushkin, as McCullagh notices, was 
that the actions imputed to the accused were merely individual 
violations of the government’s decrees or administrative orders, but 
not part of a general conspiracy against the government. He also 
protested against the death sentence tliat the prosecution had 
demanded, for it was much too severe; he urged that the accused 
should be sentenced to deportation.^^ 

Krylenko, op. cit., pp. 3-24. Izvestiia, March 25, 1923, and Pravda, \tarch 
25, 1923, omit the crude outburst about spitting on all religions, and report 
that only for Archbishop Cieplak and Monsignor Budkiewicz did Krylenko 
demand the death penalty. The texts in McCullagh, op. cit., p. 232, and 
Krylenko, op. cit., p. 23, show that he demanded it also for Fathers Ejsmont 
and Chwiecko. 

2^ NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 11; Izves¬ 
tiia, March 27,1923. 

25 NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 11; Izves¬ 
tiia, March 27, 1923; Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 254-257; McCullagh, op. cit., 
pp. 234-237. Rutkowski considers Bobrishdiev-Pushkin’s speech convincing 
(p. 254), whereas McCullagh felt it was weak (p. 235). 
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Captain McCuIlagh thought that the appeal by Bobrishchev- 
Pushkin was feeble; but perhaps the attorney felt that the best he 
could do was save the lives of the men who were in danger of the 
death penalty and so concentrated his effort on this objective. 
Undoubtedly, the distinguished St. Petersburg lawyer knew his 
court and his opponents. Besides this, he had to endure the sneers 
of Krylenko as well as Krylenko’s attempts to distract the court from 
the pleas which he was making for the accused. 

After the speeches by the defense attorneys, Krylenko had his 
opportunity to reply; this he did by repeating with even greater 
bitterness the charges of counterrevolution and conspiracy com¬ 
pounded witli crimes against the law and government.^® One more 
speech for the defense remained after Krylenko’s bitter discourse— 
the address by Exarch Fedorov, who was conducting his own 
defense. Tlie exarch spoke with great dignity and conviction. His 
whole life, he said, had been governed by two principles, love for 
his church and love for his country. His work had been directed to 
convincing the Russian government that Russian Catholics were as 
loyal as other Russians. In tsarist times Catliolicism brought upon 
them, the Russian Catholics, persecution and exile; hence, all Cath¬ 
olics in Russia breathed a sigh of rehef when the October revolu¬ 
tion came, but the Russian Catholics especially felt happy for it 
was only the Soviet regime that placed the ‘‘Greek Catholic” Church 
on a footing of equality with the others. When the Soviet govern¬ 
ment issued the decree of separation of Church and State, the Cath¬ 
olics received the news with joy; if more attention had been paid 
to the views of Catholics in this question after the issuance of the 
decree, the exarch declared, they would not now be prisoners on 
trial before the court, some of them for their lives. 

Denying that there was any secret organization and saying that 
even the Provisional Government referred the affairs of the Cath¬ 
olics to the Department of Foreign Religions, Exarch Fedorov 
emphasized the terrible conflict imposed on Catholics by the laws 
of the Soviet republic, which required them to act against their most 

Krylenko, op. cit, pp. 24-34; Izvestiia, March 27, 1923; McCuUagh, op. 
cit., pp. 237-238; Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 257-258; NAD, RS, File No. 
861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 11. 
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sacred convictions, for instance, against their duty to teach children 
religion and the law of God.^^ 

This day of the trial ended with another speech by Krylenko, in 
w^hich he rejected all the arguments of the defense and renewed 
the charges of counterrevolution and conspiracy. As to the possi¬ 
bility of deportation, this he said was but to thrown the fish back 
into the water. With a greater irony than he knew he told the 
accused that they had now to carry their cross.^® The defense again 
made brief statements on their position, and so the case rested for 
the day. 

The last day of the trial, March 25, 1923, fell on Palm Sunday, 
thus adding a dramatic touch to the events for those who per¬ 
ceived in the trial an analogy to another, and more famous, trial. 
On this last day, the prisoners were allow^ed to make their state¬ 
ments or reaffirm their testimony, and they did so with great dig¬ 
nity. Archbishop Cieplak, declaring that he and his fellow Catholics 
w^elcomed the October revolution ^vith joy, denied for liimself and 
for his companions that they had formed any secret conspiratorial or 
counterrevolutionary organization. Expressing his reahzation that 
he might soon stand before the judgment seat of God, he hoped that 
the earthly tribunal before w^hich he stood w^ould show^ him justice, 
as surely as he trusted that his heavenly Judge w^ould show him 
mercy.^^ 

Monsignor Budkiewicz, too, ex-pressed himself with gravity and 
distinction, denying tliat he had had any political objective in his 
conduct toward the Soviet government and its decrees. He, too, 
denied that he w^as plotting against the government, but asserted 
that he had opposed the signature of fictitious agreements in hopes 
that a real settlement might be made wdth the Soviet government, 
a settlement w^hich w^ould not violate the basic principles of the 

^ The New York Times, March 26, 1923; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 238-241. 
For a survey of the life of Fedorov see Paul Mailleux, “The Catholic Church 
m Russia and the Exarch Fedorov,” Religion in Russia: A Collection of Essays 
Read at the Cambridge Summer School of Russian Studies (London, 1940), 
p. 45. 

^ McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 243-246. 

29 NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 11; Izvestiia, 
March 27, 1923; McCullagh, op. cit, pp. 254-255; Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 
259-260. 
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Catholic Church. This would require time and energetic action 
together with negotiations between the Vatican and the Soviet gov¬ 
ernment. He insisted, too, that he could not sign without the consent 
of the Vatican, for to a Catholic excommunication is not a meaning¬ 
less weapon.^^ 

The other prisoners, too, made their statements to the court in the 
same vein; but when Krylenko concluded the proceedings, not a 
dent had been made in his position for he still demanded the same 
penalties for the prisoners. When the summations came to an end at 
4:00 P.M., the court withdrew to consider the fate of the prisoners, 
among whom was the head of the Roman Catholics in Russia. It 
was, indeed, a fateful hour for the Catholic Church in Russia. 

At the stroke of midnight, the prisoners began to file out onto the 
stage; in a minute or so, the judges followed. The president of the 
court, Galkin, indicated that Nemtsov, his fellow judge, was to read 
the long sentence which the court imposed: Archbishop Cieplak 
and Monsignor Budkiewicz were found guilty of being with full 
intent and purpose the leaders of counterrevolutionary conspiracy; 
of organizing the Roman Catholic clergy in Petrograd for resistance 
to the Soviet government; of imdermining the dictatorship of the 
proletariat; of attempting to re-establish the Church’s former rights 
of property; and of inciting the body of citizens to active resistance 
to the Soviet government. They were therefore sentenced to be shot. 

Fathers Ejsmont, Juniewicz, Chwiecko, Chodniewicz, and Exarch 
Fedorov were found guilty of active participation in the coimter- 
revolutionary organization; they were, therefore, condemned to 
imprisonment for a term of ten years with strict solitary confinement 
and the deprivation of civil rights. 

Monsignor Malecki and Fathers Wasilewski, Janukowicz, Matu- 
lanis, Troigo, Ivanov, Rutkowski, and Pronckietis were found guilty 
of acting as accomplices in the crimes of Archbishop Cieplak and 
Monsignor Budkiewicz; hence, they were sentenced to imprison¬ 
ment for a term of three years without strict solitary confinement, 
but with the deprivation of civil rights. The young layman, James 

^^NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 11; Izves- 
tiia, March 27, 1923; KW, March 27, 1923; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 257-261; 
Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 260. 
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Shamas, found guilty of insulting behavior toward the Soviet author¬ 
ities, was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment conditionally, and 
with deprivation of civil rights.^^ 

With this the tragedy and travesty of justice were over. A few of 
the Polish Catholic women present in the court uttered cries of 
anguish and fell upon their knees; other Polish women fell to the 
floor in hysterics. The prisoners stiU stood upon the platform where 
they had undergone their hour of humiliation as well as their hour 
of glory, for, indeed, none could ever again achieve the greatness 
they had reached, except by going through the selfsame ordeal 
again. The archbishop had turned towards the women and raised 
his hand in blessing—“Benedicat vos omnipotens Deus”—but the 
soldiers closed in on the prisoners and hurried them from the court. 
In a few moments a truck arrived, and the prisoners were thus con¬ 
veyed to that house of horrors, the Butyrka prison.^^ 

An analysis of the proceedings once again reveals the profoundly 
reactionary nature of the regime. The government was obsessed 
with an almost hysterical fear of revolutions: the slightest criticism 
or question was seen as a threat to the permanence of the govern¬ 
ment; tlie parochial committees, whose minds were full of worry 
rather than plots, were looked upon as conspiratorial revolutionaiy 
organizations. The Bolsheviks persisted in viewing religion as a 
supporter of the old regime; however, the Catholics who had suf¬ 
fered so much from the tsarist regime for almost a century and a 
half could hardly be accused of wishing to restore that system of 
government. Moreover, the Catholics were but a tiny minority in 
the Russian sea and it does not seem likely that they posed so 
serious a threat to the regime. 

The execution of the sentence by the Bolshevik court against Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak and Monsignor Budkiewicz, certain to provoke a 
world-wide reaction, was postponed until renewed by the president 

31 NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 23, 1923, Enclosure No. 11; Izvestim, 
March 27, 1923; Pravda, March 27, 1923; McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 364-365, 
who errs, however, in saying that Chelyshev read the sentence (p. 275); 
Rutkowski, who was on trial, says that Nemtsov read the sentence (p. 266); 
KW, March 26, 1923; New York Times, March 27, 1923. X. J. Eudin and H.H. 
Fisher, Soviet Russia and the West, 1920-1927 (Stanford, 1957), p. 227, 
mistakenly place the trial in July 1922; see also Edmund Walsh, The Last Stand 
(Boston, 1931), pp. 183-184. 

33 McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 275-276. 
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of the Central Executive Committee.^^ This allowed time for diplo¬ 
matic action. Without doubt, the external party most interested in 
the outcome of the trial was the Vatican itself, where for weeks 
intense efforts were being made by the papal secretariat of state, 
under the direction of Cardinal Gasparri, to prevent the trial, or, 
failing that, to insure its safe outcome for the prisoners. While it is 
sometimes asserted that the Vatican made use of the influence of 
other powers,^^ the Osservatore Romano of March 28,1923, declared 
that in the matter of the trial of the Roman Catholic clergy, the 
Holy See preferred to act on its own, separately from the action of 
the powers, treating the matter as a simple defense of the hierarchy, 
in the same manner as it had in the case of Archbishop Ropp, whom 
it was able to free as a subject of the pope, in 1919.^^ 

While Father Walsh tried to deal with the Soviet government in 
Moscow, Cardinal Gasparri undertook to negotiate with the Soviet 
state through its representative in Rome, Vorovskii. Cardinal Gas¬ 
parri, somewhat naively, allowed Vorovskii to convince him that no 
mortal danger really threatened the prisoners; the papal secretary 
of state believed that the Soviet government merely wished to expel 
a few of the priests from Russia, thus further disorganizing the 
Catholic Church there. He, therefore, followed a policy aimed at 
keeping the Roman Catholic clergy in Russia on the same basis as 
that before the trial. Thus, while the cardinal directed his action 
toward this goal, the Soviet government was actually following a 
policy of complete destruction.^® 

In mid-March, the cardinal took the very unusual step of meeting 
personally with the Soviet representative, with whom he had until 
then negotiated through Monsignor Pizzardo. In his conversation 
with Vorovskii, the secretary of state impressed upon him that 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 12; Izvestiia, 
March 27, 1923; Pravda, March 27, 1923. 

^ Rutkowski, op. cit, pp. 267-268. 

OR, March 29, 1923; KW, April 5, 1923, where Monsignor Okolo-Kulak 
takes the same position. 

^ The Gasparri-Vorovskii negotiations are described in detail by Rutkowski, 
op. cit., pp. 267-270. See also AAS, XV, 250-252. The official publication, 
V Let Vt^i Sovetov (Moscow, 1922), pp. 291-292, expressly described the 
confiscation of church valuables as being a blow aimed at the complete dis¬ 
organization of religion as well as a relief measure, e.g., p. 292, where it 
describes the program as the “final blow.*' 
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should the trial prove "unfortunate,’' the Holy See woiJd certainly 
raise its voice pubhcly against the conduct of the Soviets; he even 
indicated the Hkely contents of the papal declaration. In addition, 
he defended the position of Archbishop Cieplak, particularly on 
the basis of the popes offer to buy all the church treasures, a pro¬ 
posal whose issue, the archbishop rightly awaited. Vorovskii, on his 
side, reassured tlie cardinal that the archbishop and priests would 
either be completely freed by the court or that the sentence would 
not be carried out. Fearing perhaps that this reply did not satisfy 
the veteran papal diplomat, Vorovskii insisted that any open action 
by the Holy Father would be a challenge to the Soviet government 
that would leave them no recourse but to execute the most severe 
sentences upon the accused clergy. They would be, if not put to 
death, then most certainly exiled—and thus Cathohcs of the Bolshe¬ 
vik state were deprived of any spiritual care.^"^ 

On March 20, 1923, Monsignor Pizzardo, at the request of Cardi¬ 
nal Gasparri, once again contacted Vorovskii about the Cieplak 
affair; and the Soviet representative assured him that no danger 
threatened the archbishop and his companions. Again, on March 31, 
1923, Monsignor Pizzardo informed Vorovskii that Cardinal Gasparri 
would send a telegram to Kalinin and Chicherin, in which he would 
request the commutation of the death sentence for Archbishop 
Cieplak and Monsignor Budkiewicz, the freeing of the prisoners 
and sending them to Rome. Such a message was certainly sent eitlier 
on March 31, 1923, or April 1, 1923.38 

Nor had the Holy See hmited itself to petitions and protests to the 
Soviet government. The Vatican had demanded that the Roman 
Cathohc clergy under accusation be submitted to trial by the pope 
himself, the Soviet government providing the proofs; the pope 
assured the hostile government that justice would be done, but the 
Soviets rejected this plan.^^ 

Besides the Vatican, the neighboring Pohsh state took a very 
intense interest in the welfare of the priests who were on trial. The 
humanitarian interest involving rehgious freedom, the rehgious 
interest in the Cathohcs of Russia, and finally concern for the 

Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 268-269. ^ Ibid., p. 270. 

®®AAS, XV, 251, “Gratiun nobis est,” May 23, 1923. 
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Polish national minority in the Soviet state prompted the Polish 
government to follow the events in Moscow with the closest atten¬ 
tion. In spite of the Poles’ interest in the welfare of their coreligion¬ 
ists and fellow Poles, the possibihties for action were complicated 
by pohtical considerations of every kind. Rumors were rife that the 
Polish government would use a French loan to laimch a war against 
the Soviet state, with the Cieplak case serving as a pretext. There¬ 
fore, Polish diplomatic representatives in Paris, London, Brussels, 
Rome, the Vatican, Berhn, Stockholm, Prague, Vienna and Bucha¬ 
rest were instructed on March 27, 1923, to deny categorically any 
rumors that connected the French loan and the Cieplak affair with 
any warlike intentions on the part of the Polish government. The 
same instruction declared that any rumors of a diplomatic break 
between Warsaw and Moscow were without foundation.^® Finally, 
as a complicating factor, any action by Poland might be construed 
as interference in the internal affairs of Russia. 

These considerations, of course, made any action by the Polish 
government one that had to be delicate in the utmost, if it were not 
to jeopardize the lives of the prisoners as well as involve Poland in 
an unwanted diplomatic furor. The Polish representative in Moscow, 
Roman Knoll, informed the Commissariat of Foreign Affairs that 
Prince Leonid Obolenski, the Russian ambassador in Warsaw, had 
assured the Polish government that the sentence would not be car¬ 
ried out and that the matter was to be negotiated diplomatically. 
Undoubtedly, not feeling certain about the value of the ambassa¬ 
dor’s pledge, the PoHsh government permitted Knoll on March 27 to 
offer the Soviet government an exchange of prisoners, a step which 
the Polish government was loathe to take, for it exposed it to future 
blackmail operations by the Bolsheviks any time one of their agents 
was arrested in Poland. Nevertheless, the government felt it neces¬ 
sary to take this drastic action in order to save the lives of Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak and Monsignor Budkiewicz.^^ 

In order to clarify Poland’s position and to indicate the steps 
which his government had taken, the prime minister of the Polish 

^ Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 271. 

Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 274. However, Hugh Gibson’s report states that 
Sikorski was inclined to believe that the sentence would not oe carried out. 
See NAD, RS, File No. 860c.00/179, March 29, 1923. 
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government, Ladislas Sikorski, spoke in the senate on March 31, 
1923. Since the now celebrated trial involved problems of religion 
rather than politics, the Polish government, declared the prime min¬ 
ister, turned to the Apostolic See, waiting upon the papal action in 
the Moscow trial. Recalling his conversations with the Russian am¬ 
bassador, Sikorski emphasized that Prince Obolenski assured him 
the sentence would not be carried out; besides this statement of 
the ambassador, the government’s information from Russia also 
emphasized this as the position of the Russian government. The 
prime minister concluded by pointing out the interest which the 
aflFair had for the whole West, above all, for the Holy See at Rome; 
he emphasized, too, that it could not possibly be construed as a 
political affair and the subject of political struggles.^^ 

The final Polish effort was made by the Polish representative in 
Moscow to have Monsignor Budkiewicz deported to Poland or to 
arrange an exchange of prisoners; but botli these efforts failed.**^ 

While the Polish government tried to tread the narrow ground 
between intervention in Russian internal affairs and more aggres¬ 
sive action, in the Warsaw diplomatic corps, too, rumors compli¬ 
cated an already complex situation, so that the truth was frequently 
obscured. One report had the United States’ ambassador, Hugh 
Gibson, presenting a protest to Prince Obolenski; however, in a 
confidential report to his government the ambassador denied that 
he had taken any such action, and, in fact, denied that there had 
been any discussion of such a step by the diplomatic corps in 
Warsaw.^^ On the other hand, the German ambassador to Warsaw, 
Ulrich Rauscher, called on Prince Obolenski on March 28 and dis¬ 
cussed the advisability of carrying out the sentence; he told him that 
Germany had a distinct interest in avoiding any action that would 
furtlier prejudice the civilized world against Russia. According to 
the German ambassador, the proposed execution would, indeed, be 

KW, March 28, 1923. Prime Minister Sikorski's entire speech is contained 
in Sprawozdanie stenograficzne 17 posiedzenia Senatu Rzeczpospolitej z dn. 
27 marca, 1923 r., XVII (Warsaw, 1923), 2-4. The text of the speech was also 
transmitted to the United States Department of State, iVAD, RS, File No. 
860C.00/179, March 29, 1923. 

Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 274. 

^Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 274-275, says that Gibson and Archbishop Lauri 
made such a protest to Obolenski; but see Gibson's confidential report, where 
he denies it, NAD, RS, File No. 860c.00/179, March 29, 1923. 
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a gross act of stupidity on the part of the Russian government, nor 
would there be any compensating element in it. The prince, on his 
part, suggested that the speech and conduct of Prime Minister 
Sikorski had been so emphatic and oflFensive to the Russians, that 
the Soviet government was in a very diflBcult position, inasmuch as 
it could not yield under a Polish “threat.” However, in justice to the 
Polish prime minister, it must be said that all his efforts had been 
directed to avoiding threats or offense, lest he prejudice the case of 
the unfortunate victims; nor did Prince Obolenski advert to the fact 
that the difficult position of the Soviet government was largely of 
its own making. Prince Obolenski further intimated to the German 
ambassador that although the Soviet government was not prepared 
to yield to Poland, yet it would find it less difficult to comply with 
a direct request from the ^^atican and that representations from that 
quarter would not be unwelcome. The papal nuncio. Monsignor 
Lauri, had, however, already informed the American ambassador 
that such steps had been taken. With what effect, the sequel would 
show.*^^ 

In view of the publicity given the speech of the Polish prime min¬ 
ister, the Soviet Commissariat of Foreign Affairs could hardly fail 
to reply. On March 30, 1923, it sent a note to Prince Obolenski, 
accusing the Polish government of interfering in the domestic affairs 
of the Russian state and of unfriendly acts toward the Russian gov¬ 
ernment. Furthermore, it rejected very sharply the “claim” of the 
Polish government to play the role of protector for Russian citizens 
of Pohsh origin. In order to divert attention from its own problem, 
the Soviet note reminded the Polish government of the millions of 
Ukrainians and Belorussians living in Poland, “with respect to which 
the Polish government violates the elementary principles, guarantee¬ 
ing the existence of national minorities.” Finally, the Russian note 
made a declaration that boded ill for the victims of the trial; it denied 
that the representatives of the Soviet government had told the 
Polish minister in Moscow, or anyone whatsoever, that this trial was 
a mere formality that would not have any serious results.^^ This 

^ NAD, RS, File No. 860c.00/179, March 29, 1923. 

*^NAD, RS, File No. 860c.00/179, March 29, 1923. The text of the state¬ 
ment was published in Izvestiia, April 3, 1923, and Pravda, April 3, 1923. 
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statement, of course, should have warned all interested parties that 
the danger was greater than they had hitherto surmised. 

The interest of the American government in the case went beyond 
the reports that the ambassador from Warsaw forwarded to the 
Department of State. The Federal Council of Churches of Christ 
in America on March 29, 1923, sent a cablegram to Chicherin, the 
commissar of foreign aflFairs. It asked the Russian government, in 
the interest of humanity and religious hberty, to reconsider its deci¬ 
sion to execute Roman Catholic and Eastern church oflBcials. Robert 
E. Speer, the president, and John M. Moore, chairman of the Admin¬ 
istrative Committee, signed the cablegram.^^ In addition, the 
National Catholic Welfare Council, through its chairman of the 
administrative committee. Archbishop Edward A. Hanna of San 
Francisco, appealed to the president of the United States, Warren 
G. Harding, to protest to the Soviet government against the sentence 
of death it had so unjustly passed on Archbishop Cieplak and Mon¬ 
signor Budkiewicz.^® On March 29, 1923, the Episcopalian bishop of 
New York, William T. Manning, appealed to the United States 
government to exert every possible effort toward preventing the 
execution of the barbarous sentence of death against Archbishop 
Cieplak and Monsignor Budkiewicz. Charles Evans Hughes, the 
secretary of state, assured the bishop that the Department of State 
had taken steps to express the humanitarian interest of the American 
people and their earnest hope that the lives of the Roman Catholic 
ecclesiastics would be spared.**® In addition to this domestic pres¬ 
sure from religious groups, the United States government was 
approached by Cardinal Mercier, the archbishop of Malines and 
world-famous scholar, through the Belgian ambassador on March 
27, 1923. The Belgian ambassador, Baron de Cartier de Marchienne, 
advised the undersecretary of state, William Philhps, that he had 
received a telegram from Cardinal Mercier, in which the cardinal 
asked whether the United States government would take any action 
on behalf of Archbishop Cieplak, who had been condemned to 
death. The undersecretary told the ambassador that it was veiy 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/91, March 29, 1923. 

^ NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/97, March 28, 1923. 

See NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/94, March 29, 1923, for Bishop Manning's 
telegram, and April 19, 1923, for Secretary Hughes' reply. 
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doubtful whether the government of the United States could do 
anything, because it had no representative to the Soviet govern¬ 
ment, and the members of the American Relief Mission were pledged 
not to engage in politics. However, he added, even if the United 
States had some means of approach to the Soviet government, any 
action would probably do more harm than good to the cause of 
the archbishop.'^® In addition to using the Belgian ambassador in 
Washington, Cardinal Mercier used the United States legation in 
Brussels to telegraph an urgent message to President Harding, ex¬ 
pressing the earnest hope that something would be done to save the 
Roman Catholic prelates.^^ 

In response to these pressures, the secretary of state, Charles E. 
Hughes, suggested to President Harding on March 28, 1923, the 
possibility of instructing the American representative in Berlin, 
Alanson B. Houghton, ambassador extraordinary and plenipoten¬ 
tiary, to make known to the Soviet ambassador in Berlin how deeply 
the action against the ecclesiastics had stirred public opinion in the 
United States.®^ President Harding, replying the same day, felt it 
could do no harm and might be helpful to convey through Houghton 
an expression of American sentiment in opposition to the death 
sentence and ordered Secretary Hughes to instruct the American 
ambassador in Berlin.^^ Accordingly, that same day, March 28, the 
secretary sent an urgent instruction to the American Embassy in 
Berlin, advising the ambassador to communicate informally with 
the Soviet representative in Berlin. He was instructed to inform him 
of how much the public mind had been stirred in the United States 
by the death sentence; the United States’ efiFort was only the part 
of friendliness to let him know the extent and intensity of the feel¬ 
ing which had been aroused and to express the earnest hope in the 
interest of humanity that the lives of the ecclesiastics might be 
spared. The problem of communicating with the Soviets was com- 

^^NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/96, March 29, 1923, memorandum of con¬ 
versation with the Belgian ambassador. See also OR, March 20, 1923, where 
Hughes' action is announced, as well as the New York Times, March 29, 1923. 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/88a, March 28, 1923, Secretary Hughes' 
telegram to President Harding, who was in St. Augustine, Florida, at the time. 

^^2 NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/88a, March 28, 1923; U.S. Foreign Relations, 
II, 815-816. 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/89, March 28, 1923, the reply of President 
Harding to the secretary of state; U.S. Foreign Relations, II, 816. 
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plicated by the lack of recognition and oflBcial intercourse; but the 
Department of State left it to the discretion of the ambassador to 
determine the form and manner of communication, but this was to 
involve no formal ofiBcial representation.^ 

Houghton, the American ambassador in Germany, decided to 
reach the Russians by using Ludwig Stein, a newspaper correspond¬ 
ent for the Vossische Zeitung, as a go-between. Stein saw the Russian 
ambassador, N. M. Khrestinskii, wLo agreed to meet Houghton at 
Stem’s apartment. Later, how’ever, the Russian ambassador read in 
a Reuter dispatch from Washington that the United States secre¬ 
tary^ of state had instructed Houghton to make representations to 
him about the Cieplak trial. He sent \vord to Stein that since the 
axecutions had been delayed, the matter was not urgent, and also 
that he could not at that time meet the American ambassador 
informally without instructions from Moscow because he knew that 
the American intended to lay before him a purely domestic matter. 
Finally, Khrestinskii himself had reportedly forw’arded the Reuter 
dispatch to Moscow. Houghton suggested in his telegram to Secre¬ 
tary^ Hughes that in view of the developments, he w^as disinclined 
to meet Khrestinskii; and if any contact with him w’ould be neces- 
sary^ it should be through a secretary of the embassy.^ Secretarv* 
Hughes, replying on March 31, 1923, accepted the suggestion of the 
American ambassador in Berlin, especially since the Russian gov¬ 
ernment had been sufficiently informed about the sentiment of the 
American government in the matter. He did, how^evnr, permit fur¬ 
ther contact throucrh an embassv secretarv\ if the ambassador wnre 
approached by’ the Russian representativ’e.^^ 

On the United States’ side a more effective means of action w’as 
foimd by revoking the entrance visa for Madame Catherine Kalinin, 
the wife of the president of the So\iet gov’emment. She had intended 
to come to the United States for the purpose of a tour in the interest 
of Russian relief, as had been suggested by the -American Committee 
for the Rehef of Russian Children. The Department of State, with 

«NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/91a, March 2S, 1923, Secretaiv' Hughes’ 
instructioiis to the United States ambassador in Berlin; U.S. Foreign Relations, 
II, 816. 

U.S. Foreign Relations, II, 817, the ambassador in Germany to the secretaiy’ 
of state, March 30, 1923. 

^ Ibid., n, 817, the secretary^ of state to the ambassador in Germany, March 
3L 1923. 
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the cx)nsent of President Harding, had advised its consular repre¬ 
sentatives in Riga to grant a visa; but in the light of the Soviet gov¬ 
ernment’s action in sentencing Archbishop Cieplak and in executing 
Monsignor Budkiewicz, Secretary Hughes now felt that this original 
decision to grant a visa was of doubtful wisdom, and a reversal of 
this decision would act as a protest against the action of the Soviet 
authorities in connection with the condemnation of the Roman 
Catholic clergy.®'^ With the consent of President Harding,^® Secre¬ 
tary Hughes instructed the American minister in Latvia, Coleman, to 
inform the American consuls in Riga and Reval that the authoriza¬ 
tion for a visa had been withdrawn. Her presence, he declared, was 
wholly undesirable in the United States because of the public 
feeling which had been aroused by the execution of Monsignor 
Budkiewicz.®^ 

In Berlin, meanwhile, after delaying some days before again 
approaching the Soviet ambassador, the counsel of the American 
embassy, Warren D. Robbins, called on the Russian ambassador on 
April 7. When Robbins inquired if Khrestinskii had received instruc¬ 
tions with regard to the message communicated to him by Ludwig 
Stein, Khrestinskii replied that the United States embassy had been 
mistaken and that though he had spoken with Stein about the 
United States’ message, he did not consider that he could take this 
message until it was delivered by a secretary. Robbins then, having 
been told by the Russian ambassador that he would take the mes¬ 
sage from Robbins, went over the whole matter again. Whereupon 
Khrestinskii replied that since the message had been presented in a 
friendly and informal manner, he would be glad to transmit it to his 
government; but, he added, had the note been presented in an 
oflScial manner, he would have had to reject it oflScially, for it was 
a protest which solely concerned the internal administration in 
Russia.®^ With this the United States government ended its efforts 

Ibid,, II, 818-819, the secretary of state to President Harding, April 9, 
1923. 

Ibid., II, 819, President Harding to the secretary of state, April 9, 1923. 

Ibid., II, 819-820, the secretary of state to the minister in Latvia (Cole¬ 
man), April 10, 1923. 

Ibid., II, 821-822, the counselor of the embassy in Germany (Robbins) to 
the chief of the Division of Russian Affairs, Department of State (Poole), 
April 16, 1923. This report speaks inaccurately of “one of the bishops” having 
already been executed. 
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in the Cieplak aflFair; but it had taken a firm stand in favor of 
religious liberty, to the extent of canceling the visa authorization 
for Madame Kalinin. 

Even more dramatic were the events involved in the protest of 
the English government made by its representative in Russia, R. M. 

Hodgson. On Friday, March 30,1923, in accordance with the instruc¬ 
tions of the British secretary for foreign affairs, the Marquess Cur- 
zon of Kedleston, Hodgson lodged a final and earnest appeal 
against the death sentence which had remained in force against 
Monsignor Budkiewicz. The message, addressed to Chicherin, 
pointed out that the execution would cause in the entire civihzed 
world feehngs of horror and indignation which would be undesir¬ 
able for the Russian government, even from the standpoint of its 
economic interests. Undoubtedly this was an allusion to the economic 
mission then negotiating in London and headed by Leonid Krassin.®^ 

To this pohte note, G. Weinstein gave an extremely violent reply, 
dated March 31, 1923, in which the Russian government rejected 
all British representations. It declared that Russia, as an independent 
and sovereign state, had an indisputable right to pass verdicts in 
accordance with its own laws in the cases of persons who violate 
the law of the country, and every external attempt to interfere and 
to protect spies and traitors was regarded as an unfriendly act. Fur¬ 
thermore, the note went on, Chicherin had received a telegram from 
the representative of the Irish repubhc in France concerning the 
same matter, asking that the sentence of Archbishop Cieplak be 
commuted and stating that he did this in spite of the hypocritical 
interference on the part of Great Britain, which is responsible for 
the cold-blooded murder of political prisoners in Ireland. These 
facts and similar incidents in India and Egypt made it difficult, the 
note declared, to consider ‘‘the appeal of the British government in 
the name of humanity and the sacredness of human life sufficiently 
convincing.”®^ Here a note of humor is interjected into this grim 
drama. An amusing reason appeared for the fact that “little Wein¬ 
stein,” as the report called him, signed the English note. The Soviet 

i 

^^Izvestiia, April 1, 1923. This was also reported to the United States i 

Department of State from Riga, NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, * 

1923. 

«2NAD, RS, FUe No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923; Izvestiia, April 1, 1923. j 
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trade delegation in London insisted that it should be permitted to 
deal directly with the foreign secretary, but the English government 
refused and ordered the Russians to deal with the chief of the 
Northern Department. This apparently aroused the ire of the Bol¬ 
sheviks, who therefore refused to let Hodgson see or deal directly 
with Chicherin. Hodgson is reported to have said about the Soviet 
note: “Its matter was Radek’s, its style Chicherin’s, and its signature 
Weinstems.”^ 

The note which the Russian government through its agent Wein¬ 
stein tried to present to the British government was refused by the 
British representative, Hodgson; and in the following exchange of 
notes, the main issue, that is, the preservation of the life of Mon¬ 
signor Budkiewicz, was lost sight of in a quarrel over mutual dig¬ 
nity, a result that perhaps the Soviet diplomats had in mind when 
they wrote their first insulting note to the British government.®^ 

While thus the world expressed its disapproval,®® the Soviet gov¬ 
ernment went its own way. The All-Russian Central Executive Com¬ 
mittee, reviewing the sentence passed by the court, on March 29, 
1923, commuted the sentence of Archbishop Cieplak from death to 
ten years of sohtary confinement. The reason that the Executive 
Committee gave for the commutation was that Archbishop Cieplak 
was, after all, the leader of a rehgious group that had suffered perse¬ 
cution in the times of the tsars and, consequently, the execution of 
the sentence would cause the Cathohc masses to consider the act as 
an attack on the Catholic rehgion. With regard to Monsignor Bud¬ 
kiewicz, the All-Russian Central Executive Committee rejected his 
petition for clemency on the score that his “criminar activities had 
been closely connected with direct and open acts of counterrevolu- 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/124, April 12, 1923, contains a letter from 
an unidentified American in Moscow. 

^This exchange was published in the Soviet press, Pravda, April 1, 12, 
1923, and Izvestiia, April 11, 1923. The debate on the problem in me English 
Parliament appears in 53 H. L. Deb. 5s., II, 454-463; 161 H. C. Deb. 5s., R, 
1756-1757; 162 H. C. Deb. 5s., Ill, 269-270, 466-467. The New York Times, 
March 28, 1923, and KW, March 17, 1923, also notice the clash in the House of 
Commons. See also OR, March 22, 1923, which reports Lord Curzon as believing 
that the Cieplak trial was intended to provide an anti-Christian demonstration 
for Easter and to prepare the process against Patriarch Tikhon. 

^ OR, March 30, 31, 1923, mentions protests from Warsaw, Washington, 
Brussels, Paris, Rome, Sweden, Brazil, as well as from Cardinal Adolph Bertram 
of Breslau. See also New York Times, March 28, 1923. 
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tion and with a foreign bourgeois power hostile to the Soviet repub¬ 
lic, a reference to Poland. The decree was signed by M. Kalinin, 
the president of the Committee, and by T. Sapronov, its secretary. 

Then on April 3, 1923, Izvestiia announced that on March 31, 
1923, Monsignor Budkiewicz had been executed in accordance with 
the sentence passed at the trial.^^ Fortunately, the details of his last 
days are known because of the statements of his fellow prisoners. 
They declared that the few days from March 25 till March 30 the 
monsignor passed as though nothing important himg over his head. 
On Good Friday, March 30, when the monsignor was not in the cell, 
his fellow prisoners read in the newspapers about the commutation 
of the sentence of Archbishop Cieplak and the rejection of the 
monsignor s appeal for clemency. When he returned, the prisoners 
did not at first inform him about the failure of the appeal; but after 
a while they felt they had to tell him, and showed him the paper. 
He assured them that they need not hide the news from him, for 
he was prepared for every eventuahty. \Vhen Monsignor Malecki 
suggested in a private conversation with him that it might be well to 
prepare for death. Monsignor Budkiewicz assured him that he was 
completely at peace and prepared for everything. Few, he declared, 
really understood him and that God alone saw his sacrifice for all 
his sins. Tears filled his eyes, for certainly it is no small matter to 
die, and to die as a condemned criminal does not make deatli any 
easier. On Holy Saturday, March 31, 1923, about 10:00 A.M., Mon¬ 
signor Budkiewicz was removed from the cell he had shared with 
his fellow priests and lodged alone in Cell 42. He bade farewell to 
all, certain, no doubt, that he would not see them again. That same 
evening he returned a Russian book to them that he had taken with 
him; in it he had noted that he was alone in Cell 42 and that it v^as 
clean and warm. One of the prisoners who was lodged in the same 
corridor with the monsignor reported that at 11:30 P.M., March 31, 

^NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, Enclosure No. 13; Izvestiia, 
March 30, 1923; Pravda, March 30, 1923. The text is given in English in 
McCullagh, op. cit., pp. 365-366, and in Polish in Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 
282-283. The Executive Committee’s decision was also published in the Polish 
press, e.g., KW, March 30, 1923. 

Izvestiia, April 3, 1923; NAD, RS, File No. 861.041/19, April 13, 1923, 
Enclosure No. 12; KW; April 3, 1923. Monsignor Okolo-Kulak wrote a brief 
survey of the monsignor’s life in KW, April 4, 1923. 
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1923, two men came and ordered him to take his belongings, and 
then led him away to an automobile. Thus, the monsignor was 
executed during the night of March 31 to April 1, 1923, that is, the 
night of Holy Saturday and dawn of Easter.®® 

The real motives for the Bolshevik action may perhaps remain 
shrouded in mystery forever; but several explanations were ad¬ 
vanced. Walter Duranty s explanation was that the Bolsheviks at 
first planned clemency, but were driven into executing the priest by 
the protests—“undiplomatically worded”—of the Poles and the Brit¬ 
ish. However, the texts of the original protests were far from undip¬ 
lomatic in their wording; rather they disclaimed all interference in 
Soviet internal afiFairs and emphasized the humanitarian interests of 
the case. If any notes were “undiplomatically” worded, the replies 
of the Russian Commissariat of Foreign AfiFairs to the Polish and 
British governments were insulting in the extreme, as the texts 
show.®® On the other hand, Father Walsh was certain that the mon¬ 
signor had been executed on the morning of March 30, 1923, before 
the Russian government received the British protest, a conclusion 
drawn from the horrible telephone calls he had received during the 
early morning hoiu*s. However, the testimony of the fellow prisoners 
now shows Father Walsh’s conclusion to have been false. As to the 
motives for the execution. Father Walsh’s idea was that this attack 
on the Catholics was a deliberate step on the part of a fanatical left 
wing group as a sort of test to determine whether they could do the 
same thing to the foreign religions. Further, he explained, the Bol¬ 
sheviks roughly had five fronts on which they meant to put their 
ideas across: the political, economic, religious, social, and intel¬ 
lectual. He felt that they had had to back down on the political and 
economic fronts; and he argued that the expulsion of professors in 
the previous fall, that is, 1922, was an action on the intellectual front. 

Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 283-284. This corrects the sunnisal of McCuUagh, 
op. cit.y pp. 279-280, that the monsignor had been shot before this; McCuUagh 
based his sunnisal on the telephone calls made after midnight on the morning 
of March 30, 1923, to Father Walsh, who took the calls only to be answered 
by coarse laughter. Father Walsh's acquaintances assmed him that this was 
a technique used by the Cheka when executing a person. Father Walsh repeats 
this version in The Last Stand (see fn. 31), p. 184. The same information is 
contained in a State Department report in NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/124, 
April 12, 1923. An unreliable description was published in KW, April 11, 1923. 

NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/124, April 12, 1923. 
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The execution of Monsignor Budldevvicz was part of the rehgious 
phase of the program. Walter Duranty, who was not always the 
best informed man on this case, checked that idea with his “sources,"’ 
and concluded that it was not the correct explanation, except for a 
few leaders such as Krylenko. Duranty reported too that the ‘Big 
guns” were extremely sorry about the shooting of the priest, because 
they felt they were in hot water and did not know what to do about 
it. The report surmised that Patriarch Tikhon s case was postponed 
indefinitely, because the “big guns” were afraid to kill him. If 
this is so, then the death of the monsignor did an unnoticed service 
to the Orthodox Church and its patriarch. Father Walsh felt that the 
Bolsheviks did not shoot Archbishop Cieplak because they were 
afraid to shoot so important an official-afraid to see in the foreign 
press the words “Archbishop Shot.”^® 

All these statements are surmisals at best, worth only as mucli as 
the information their authors had. The general Cathohc reaction 
was that the shooting was but one incident in the general campaign 
against all rehgion and against Cathohcism in particular. 

Ibid,, where a letter of F. W. B. Coleman, the United States Legation, 
Riga, July 11, 1923, mentions the monsignor’s death as a moderating factor in 
Soviet conduct. 





X 


The Epilogue 


Ihe heavy blow had fallen; the hierarchical organization of the 
Roman Catholic Church in Russia was destroyed. A pall of silence 
settled over the once agitated battle arena; and underneath it some¬ 
how or other the Church attempted to live on. The great lack of 
information about life in Russia, especially about Catholic life, 
makes assessment of the damage very difficult; but some assessment 
must be made. 

Archbishop Ropp, head the vast archdiocese of Mohylew, lived 
in exile in Warsaw. Archbishop Cieplak was in prison. As of May 
12, 1925, there were 1,007,150 Catholics in Russia, 411 churches, 
and 330 chapels. In the territories of Luck-Zytomierz and Kam- 
ieniec-Podolski, there were 710,300 Catholics, 237 churches, and 
143 chapels. Of the 245 priests who served these dioceses in 1914, 
only about 70 were left by 1925.^ 

With regard to the archdiocese of Mohylew, there is more 
adequate information. Before the revolution, the archdiocese had 
numbered about 1,160,000 Cathohcs, 331 parishes, and 400 priests. 
The establishment of the sees and vicariates of Minsk, Riga, Vladi¬ 
vostok, Siberia and Finland had reduced the number of Catholics 
in the archdioceses from 690,000 to 227,000. Two hundred thousand 
are unaccounted for—flight, exile, and death during the fearful years 

^ CAy memorandum of the Polish Executive Committee, presented to Arch¬ 
bishop Cieplak, May 12, 1925. 
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of war, civil war, and persecution suggest what happened to them: 


The Archdiocese of Mohylew, 1925 


Catholics 

227,504 

Parish churches and chapels 

119 

Oratories and chapels with care of souls 

204 

Latin rite priests in the archdiocese 

88 

Latin rite priests in prison in Russia 

6 

Latin rite priests in exile 

151 

Priests and clerics engaged in study 

19 


Source: Elenchus cleri, . . . 1926 


This drastic reduction in the number of Catholics saw an even 
greater reduction in the number of priests serving the Catholics of 
the vast archdiocese. There was one priest available for every 2,774 
Catholics. Indeed, there were more priests of the archdiocese in 
exile than there were in Russia. This shortage of priests was aggra¬ 
vated by the large distances in the archdiocese, which made almost 
hopeless the task of some 80 priests in the archdiocese. 

The situation created by the shortage of priests is vividly illus¬ 
trated in the deanery of Smolensk, where Father Adolph Lassato- 
wicz administered the parish church of Smolensk (5,000 members), 
the parish of Mazalcewo (1,000 members), and the parish of 
Wiazma, for which there are no figures. In the deanery of Samara 
Father Ladislas Kunda served the parish of Samara (2,000 mem¬ 
bers), the chapels of HoflFenthal and Reinsfeld, and the parish church 
of Orenburg (1,000 members).2 Hence, among the results of the 
events from 1917 to 1924 was this drastic lessening of the number 
of priests available for parochial work in Russia. 

The effect of the war and revolution can be even more accurately 
considered in Petrograd. The clergy of the city had been arrested 
and tried; its two most prominent clergymen. Archbishop Cieplak 
and Monsignor Budkiewicz, had been eliminated. Moreover, the 
dechne in the parochial membership in Petrograd is even more 
starthng. St. Catherine's parish, which in 1904 served 29,000 mem- 

^ Elenchus cleri et ecclesiarum archidioeceseos Mohiloviensis in Russia in diem 
1 Januarii 1926 (Warsaw, 1926), pp. 9-22. 
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bers, now had only 8,000; St. Stanislas' parish church, which had 
17,000 members in 1904, now numbered only 3,000.^ 

The material losses of the churches in Petrograd because of 
nationalization were also considerable. For instance, the church 
buildings on Nevsky Prospect were seized on October 10,1919; even 
earlier in 1918, the gymnasia for boys and girls had been seized. The 
properties owned by St. Catherine's had produced in 1917 an income 
of 285,000 rubles. After deducting 15 per cent for repairs, and so 
forth. Monsignor Budkiewicz estimated the losses in income for the 
parish from 1919 to the end of 1920 at about 500,000 tsarist or gold 
rubles.^ 

The losses in St. Petersburg included the Theological Academy, 
transferred there from Wilno in 1842, as well as the seminary whose 
origin went back to Archbishop Siestrzencewicz himself, the first 
archbishop of Mohylew. In 1917 the Theological Academy had 17 
faculty members; its rector was Father Ignatius Radziszewski, who 
was later to become the first rector of the Catholic University of 
Lublin. The Academy had 83 students pursuing higher theological 
studies; in the same year the seminary numbered 102 theological 
students preparing for ordination.^ 

From an organizational viewpoint, the greatest loss was the elimi¬ 
nation of the hierarchical leadership. Archbishop Cieplak was lan¬ 
guishing in a Bolshevik prison, the Butyrka, in Moscow. The details 
of the archbishop's way of life in prison are known from a letter by 
Father Peter Zielinski, pastor of the church of Ss. Peter and Paul in 
Moscow, who for a while was the archbishop's companion in prison. 
Writing on August 27,1923, to a dear friend of Archbishop Cieplak’s, 
Bishop Anthony Nowowiejski of Block, Father Zielinski described 

^ Ibid., p. 9; Elenchus omnium ecclesiarum et universi cleri archidioeceseos 
Mohyloviensis et dioec. Minscensis pro anno domini 1904 conscriptus (St. 
Petersburg, 1904), pp. 184, 185. 

^ BA, reply to Arcndiocesan Communication, October 19, 1922; “The build¬ 
ings brougnt in... in 1917 over 285,000 rubles. After subtracting 15 per cent 
for the repair and equipment of the buildings, etc. (about 40,000 rubles), as 
a result or the seizures the chinrch lost about 225,000 rubles yearly. Reckoning 
from October 1919 to the end of 1921, more than 500,000 tsarist rubles or 
gold rubles." 

® Antoni Okolo-Kulak, “Ko^ciol w Rosji dawniej, obecnie i w przyszlo^i," 
(Cracow, 1928), pp. 9-10. 
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the archbishop’s cell as being six feet in width and eighteen feet in 
length. Daylight penetrated through one small window, which, of 
course, had a grate; for the evening and night there was but one 
small lamp in the room. A small wooden table with a bench and an 
iron bed with an old straw mattress provided the furniture. The iron 
door opened but three times a day, at six in the morning, at twelve 
noon, and at six in the evening. The archbishop usually rose at 
seven and retired at ten. For exercise he strolled about the prison 
yard, surrounded by high prison walls, for about an hour every 
day. He passed the time by reading his breviary, saying his rosary, 
and performing his other customary spiritual exercises; beyond this, 
he read books from the prison library and newspapers which it was 
possible to obtain through the prison authorities. In order to occupy 
his mind and to do something useful, the archbishop undertook the 
study of Italian, and so spent hours pacing back and forth in his 
cell, memorizing the words of that language. The prison fare was 
far from attractive: a daily ration of three fourths of a pound of 
black bread; boiling water three times a day; at noon some meat 
soup; and at six in tlie evening a millet gruel, rarely of buckwheat 
or com. Besides the food supplied by the prison, a prisoner was 
allowed to receive packages once a week; however, by way of 
special indulgence, the archbishop was permitted to receive pack¬ 
ages twice a week. When out of prison. Father Zielinski took upon 
himself the task of providing the packages for the archbishop as 
weU as he could. Mrs. Catherine Pieszko, representative of the 
Polish Red Cross, and Father Walsh, head of the Papal Relief Mis¬ 
sion, were permitted to visit the archbishop. In addition to these 
visitors, there were the Bolshevik guards, whom Father Zielinski 
speaks of ironically as Bolshevik “angels.” The archbishop was not 
able to see anyone else; this isolation and the uncertainty of the 
future were the greatest torment. Father Zielinski added in his letter 
that, besides the archbishop, he had to take care of twenty priests 
who were being held in various prisons in Moscow at that time.® 

Father Walsh succeeded in visiting the archbishop on Friday, 
May II, 1923, in the Butyrka prison in Moscow; the visit, of course, 

® Franciszek Rutkowski, Arcybiskup Jan CiepJak (Warsaw, 1934), pp. 
291-292, where the entire text of the letter is published. 
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took place in the oflBces of the prison. Father Walsh, on seeing the 
archbishop, kissed the prelate's hand and saw that he was not wear¬ 
ing his episcopal ring. Father Walsh delivered a message from Pius 
XI, assuring the archbishop of his continuing care, prayers, and 
support. His eyes filling with tears, the archbishop expressed his 
gratitude and added that he would always do his best to satisfy the 
wishes of the Holy See. As to his own condition, the archbishop said 
that he suffered from a cough, especially at night, and that his cell 
was on the third floor of the prison, a cell that he was sharing at that 
time with Father Zielinski; he was permitted one hour a day in the 
prison yard. Father Walsh then gave him some packages, mostly 
meat and fruit, and a number of books—among them an Itahan 
grammar.*^ The visit lasted exactly half an hour; their conversation 
was in French. 

Besides these contacts with the outside world, it was permissible 
to correspond by letter with one's fellow prisoners, a means of com¬ 
munication that both the archbishop and the imprisoned priests used 
to lighten their hours. For instance, the priests sent the archbishop 
greetings for his name day, June 24, 1923, the feast of St. John the 
Baptist. All this correspondence was, of course, censored by the 
prison authorities.® 

About the middle of March, 1924, Archbishop Cieplak was re¬ 
moved from the Butyrka prison and transferred to the infamous 
prison of Lubianka. He did not realize that steps had been taken to 
secure his release. For on March 22, 1924, the All-Russian Central 
Committee in a secret vote had decided to free the archbishop and 
to expel him from Russia. Already, on March 24, the papal secre¬ 
tary of state. Cardinal Gasparri, had been unoflScially informed of 
the decision. Perhaps the Soviet government feared that Pope Pius 
XI would revive the Cieplak case in his speech to the consistory, 
and, at any rate may have wished to weaken the impression of the 
pope's statement by freeing the archbishop.^ 

On April 9, 1924, the archbishop was completely unaware of the 

^ OR, June 6, 1923; Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 289. 

® Several of these letters were published in Rutkowski, op. cit., pp. 287-288, 
289-290, 292-294. 

^ OR, March 24, 25, 1923; AAS, XVI (1924), 123, *"Amplissimum consensum 
vestrum,” March 24, 1924; Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 295. 
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turn of events when guards came to his cell in Lubianka and ordered 
him to an automobile. He did not know whether this was a transfer 
to a new prison or whether he was being taken out for execution; 
but his guards and he boarded a train that eventually took them to 
the Latvian frontier, where they handed him an identification card, 
a herring and a piece of bread, and turned him free. The archbishop 
boarded the train for Riga; and when the conductor came to take 
his ticket, the archbishop ex*plained that he had just been freed from 
a Bolshe\-ik prison and did not have any money. In the course of 
their discussion, the archbishop told the conductor his name, which 
was well known in Latvia. The conductor, a Pole, with his own funds 
bought the archbishop a ticket for Riga; thus, the archbishop’s first 
stage on his journey to freedom after Russia w’as pro\ided by a 
Polish conductor who remains nameless, in the best tradition of 
charit\\ 

In Riga, the archbishop made his way to the church of St. Francis 
and to the pastor, Fatlier Alexander Jodowialds, w’ho failed at first 
to recognize Archbishop Cieplak in the bearded, w^hite-haired priest 
clothed in a tom priestly gown. That same day, the episcopal chan- 
cery, after ha\ing been informed, quickly passed the new^s to the 
Polish Minister Lados in Latvia. The minister, in his turn, mshed 
the information to the Ministry" of Foreign Affairs in Warsaw\ Thus 
began wffat became a triumphal procession for the archbishop, 
who was greeted by aU, of whatever nationahty, as a hero. To the 
Polish people he was, of course, a hero of the nation as w’ell as a 
hero of the Church; to Cathohcs, w*ho thronged his w^ay, he w^as a 
mart}T. .Although ever^wvhere the w’elcome w’as great, the cities of 
Wilno and Warsaw^ outdid themselves. His arrival in Warsaw^ on 
April 12, 1924, w^as the signal for a national celebration: Cardinal 
.Alexander Kakowsld; the apostohc nuncio. Archbishop Lauri; the 
Warsaw’ governor, Ladislas Soltan; and Senator Balihski w ere among 
the dignitaries present to welcome the archbishop. Ha\nng staj’ed 
in Warsaw about two w'eeks, the archbishop departed for Rome to 
thank the Holy Father for the assistance given him and to inform 
the Vatican of the situation of the Church in Russia, but he found 
time to \isit the great national shrine of the Mother of God at 
Cz^stochow’a, wLere he also wished to express his thanks to the 
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great patroness of the Catholic Church in Poland and of the Polish 
nation.^® 

At last, on May 8, 1924, the archbishop arrived in Rome, where he 
was welcomed by Cardinal Gasparri himself, Ladislas Skrzynsld, 
the Polish ambassador to the Vatican, and August Zaleski, the 
Pohsh ambassador to the Quirinal, with other representatives of 
the diplomatic and ecclesiastical worlds tliat meet in the Eternal 
City.^^ At ten-thirty that same morning. May 8, the feast of St. 
Stanislas, the patron of Poland, Archbishop Cieplak celebrated mass 
in the church of St. Stanislas. On that same day, too, the archbishop 
was summoned by Pius XI, who sent his own carriage for him; tlie 
two met in an audience that lasted about forty-five minutes. Both 
the archbishop and pope, moved to tears, could hardly speak; but 
after the first emotions died away, the pope had the archbishop sit 
beside him and discussed with him the condition of his fellow- 
prisoners, the situation of the Church in Russia, his own liberation, 
and the journey to the free world.^ 

Although the archbishop was acclaimed everywhere as a martyr 
for his faith and as a hero of his nation, he himself was most careful 
in his statements not to give offense to the Soviet government. 
Undoubtedly, the reasons behind his attitude included solicitude 
for his fellow prisoners and for the Cathohcs in Russia who had to 
continue hving under a regime that was still hostile; but beyond 
this lay his own desire to return to Russia, if this were possible.^^ 
Nor was such caution unwise; for at a reception the Soviet ambas¬ 
sador to the Quirinal, Jurenev, remarked to the Polish Ambassador 
Zaleski that Archbishop Cieplak was acting very tactfully with 
regard to the Soviet government, especially by not criticizing it. He 
expressed himself sympathetically about the archbishop and his 
problems. Zaleski, of course, informed the archbishop of his conver¬ 
sation with the Soviet ambassador; thereupon, the archbishop, after 
receiving the permission of the Vatican, arranged for a visit to the 
Russian ambassador. The Vatican consented only on the condition 
that the archbishop state to Jurenev that the visit was purely a 

ORy April 13, 14, 15, 1924, and May 3, 7, 1924; Rutkowski, op. cit.j pp. 
297-308. 

OR, May 9, 1924. 

Rutkowski, op. cit., p. 312. 


lhid.y pp. 334, 335. 
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private one and on the archbishop’s initiative. Jurenev received the 
archbishop very graciously, listened to his pleas on behalf of the 
prisoners in Russia, and promised to do what was possible for 
them. The conversation then drifted to the problem of Soviet rela¬ 
tions with the Vatican, and the ambassador suggested that it would 
undoubtedly be a factor in the matter of the prisoners if the Holy 
See would take the first step in reopening negotiations. He added 
that the Soviet government would not demand recognition de iure. 
If the Holy See should be inclined to open negotiations, he himself 
would write to Moscow, wliich would then send a special representa¬ 
tive to deal with the Vatican. After the visit, the archbishop sub¬ 
mitted a written report of the conversation to Cardinal Gasparri, 
with the knowledge and consent of Jurenev; but apparently no 
answer was given. 

While the archbishop was in Rome, he was also privileged to 
participate in the celebrations that accompanied the arrival in Rome 
of the relics of the then Blessed Andrew Bobola,^® the very relics 
that he had so heroically defended against Bolshevik desecration 
while he was in Russia. These relics were interred in the Jesuit 
Church of the Gesu in Rome.^® 

The archbishop remained in Rome eighteen months, after which 
he went on a journey to the United States, where again a hero’s 
welcome awaited him from the Catholic Americans of Polish descent. 
While on this tour he was named the archbishop of Wilno, a great 
see that was indeed worthy of so great a prelate. This was done at 
a secret consistory held on December 14, 1925.^^ However, the 
archbishop did not live to take possession of his see, for he was 
struck with pneumonia on his journey in the United States; he died 
the night of February 17, 1926, in St. Mary’s Hospital, Passaic, 
New Jersey. 

While Archbishop Cieplak found his way to freedom from the 
"darkness at noon” of the Russian prisons, there was among the 
number of imprisoned priests and Catholics another important 
figure in the life of the Russian Catholic Church, Leonid Fedorov, 
the exarch of the Byzantine Rite Catholic Church in Russia. He, 


pp. 334-335. 
OR, May 19, 20,1924. 


He was canonized in 1938. 
AAS, XVII, 647. 
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too, had been tried with the archbishop, and had been sentenced to 
ten years’ imprisonment—a long term, indeed. However, neither he 
nor the Catholics of Eastern rite, particularly the Russians among 
them, were forgotten, and continual efforts were being made for 
their liberation from prison, even at the cost of expulsion from 
Russia. 

Although the charge is sometimes made that the Russian and 
Bolshevik hatred against the Catholic Church is motivated largely by 
a hatred and fear of Polonism, which they associate with the Catholic 
Church, certainly this explanation does not suflBce to explain the 
attack of the Bolsheviks against the Byzantine rite Catholics who 
were ethnically Russians and did all in their power to dissociate their 
church from any form of that vague phantom, Polonism. Indeed, this 
movement in the Russian Catholic community did not associate itself 
with the Union of Brest of 1596, although its superior was Metropoli¬ 
tan Szeptycki. The Russian Catholics did not adopt Latin usages; 
rather, they tried to preserve everything that was typically Russian. 
However, this did not enable them to escape the fury of Bolshevik 
persecution. Strange as it may seem, there are grounds for suspect¬ 
ing that the so-called communistic Red priests of the Russian 
Orthodox Church, collaborating as they were with the Bolsheviks, 
were responsible in some degree for the arrests of the Catholics of 
Eastern rite in Petrograd and Moscow. Whatever the reasons for 
their hatred of the Eastern rite Catholics, the Church’s seeming 
attraction for the Russians had frightened the "Red” clergy. The 
attack had begun by the expulsion of Vladimir Abrikosov from 
Russia—a layman who along with his wife had adhered to Eastern 
rite Catholicism. Soon after they joined that rite, Abrikosov was 
ordained a priest and entered the Dominican Order; his wife, too, 
had resolved to become a religious. Together they converted their 
flat in Moscow into the home of the first Russian Dominican Com¬ 
munity, of which the wife of Abrikosov was the foundress and 
mother superior. The Community consisted of eighteen sisters, all 
Russian but one; its work, which began after the revolution of 
1917, was primarily educational and confined to the slums of 
Moscow. Father Abrikosov opened a church and school in Moscow 
and was making considerable headway when the Bolshevik author- 
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ities closed both tlie church and the school; he was expelled from 
Russia in September 1922. Still the work went on, for Exarch 
Fedorov himself continued Father Abrikosov’s endeavor; but the 
exarch too was arrested, put on trial with Archbishop Cieplak, and 
condenmed to ten years imprisonment. A Father Nicholas Alex¬ 
androv was the only priest left in this mission.^® 

In the winter of 1923-1924, the Russian Catliohcs of the Byzantine 
rite were arrested in Moscow and in Petrograd—among them priests, 
nuns, and lay men and women—to be sentenced to various terms in 
prison or exile. Thus, by the end of that winter, four priests were 
under arrest or imprisoned: Exarch Fedorov; Father Alexandrov, 
dean of Moscow, pastor of the chiu*ch of tlie Nativity of the Blessed 
Virgin in Moscow, and chaplain of the Dominican community in 
Moscow; Father Epiphan Akulov, vicar of the church of the Holy 
Spirit in Petrograd; and Father Jolm Deibner, priest of Petrograd 
imprisoned at Suzdal. All 18 of the Dominican sisters were arrested; 
and the mother superior, Anna Abrikosova, was detained in a prison 
at Tobolsk. Sister Julia Danzas, superior of the Order of Saint Basil 
in Petrograd, was also under detention. Fifteen Russian laymen were 
under arrest as well; to this number must be added two foreign 
women: one a Czech, Anna Posseipal, and a Polish woman identi¬ 
fied only as Zukowska. Thus, 39 Russian Catholics were either under 
arrest or in exile; and the two non-Russian women made the total 
41. The place of detention of the majority was unknown, as well 
as the gravity and extent of their punishment.^® 

A letter from the superior of the Dominican nuns, Anna Abriko¬ 
sova, written on August 15,1925, from a prison in Tobolsk in Siberia, 
informed the unknown recipient (perhaps Monsignor Okolo-Kulak, 
exiled in Warsaw and serving as advisor to Archbishop Ropp) who 

^^The Messenger of the Sacred Hecrt, No. 471 (1924), 86-87; Francis 
McCullagh, The Bolshevik Persecution of Christianity (New York, 1^24), pp. 
308-309. 

CA, memorandum to the Commission of Russian Affairs at the Congrega¬ 
tion for the Oriental Church, December 6, 1925, by Vladimir Abrikosov. The 
text is in Italian. CA, list of Russian Eastern Catholics held in prisons or 
exiled by the Soviets (winter, 1923-1924), attached to a letter by Monsignor 
Okolo-Kulak, November 17, 1924. For Father Walsh's account of the arrest 
see NAD, RS, File No. 861.404/172, included in a letter of Coleman to the 
secretary of state, December 7, 1923. See Paul Mailleux, Exarch Leon Fedorov 
(New York, 1964), pp. 193-219. 
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concerned himself especially with the liberation of these suflEering 
Catholics that she had regular news of the sisters, that they were in 
good health and full of courage, although they were in a diflScult 
situation financially.^® A letter of Monsignor Okoto-Kulak’s, dated 
August 21, 1925, indicated that there was no change in the condi¬ 
tion or number of the prisoners, and that the subsidies provided for 
them had to be permanent.^^ 

The formal efforts to provide for the prisoners and, if possible, 
secure their liberation were suggested by Monsignor Okolo-Kulak 
in a letter of November 17, 1924, to Father Abrikosov in Rome.^^ 
In spite of an agreement made with the PoHsh government, the 
Soviet government kept placing obstacles in the path of a ‘personal” 
exchange of prisoners; in fact, the Soviet government excluded from 
the possibility of exchange Anna Abrikosova, JuUa Danzas, as well 
as the two non-Russian women, Anna Posseipal and Zukowska. 
Besides excluding these women, religious and lay, it excluded from 
a possible exchange Exarch Fedorov, and Fathers Alexandrov, 
Akulov, and Deibner. While, according to the convention with 
Poland, the Bolsheviks had no right to exclude anyone from the 
exchange, they did not hesitate to do so—on the score that to release 
Russian citizens was an insult to the Russian state. The situation 
seemed so hopeless that the Polish government had to consider 
abandoning the project of liberating the Russian citizens, for a 
large part of the prisoners who were to be subject to exchange- 
some 220—were in danger; that the danger was not a mere fiction 
was clear from the fact that even while negotiations were being 
carried on, seven of them had been shot. 

With the negotiations between Poland and Russia thus not com¬ 
ing to a successful issue. Monsignor Okolo-Kulak reported to Father 
Abrikosov that the Soviet government would not under any condi¬ 
tions release Russian citizens to Poland, but might be disposed to 
do so at the request of the Vatican. The unnamed person who so 
informed Okolo-Kulak had the monsignor s confidence; the mon¬ 
signor, therefore, suggested to Father Abrikosov that he should try 

CA, extract from a letter of Anna Abrikosova, August 15, 1925, Tobolsk. 

CA, extract from a letter of Monsignor Okolo-Kulak, August 21, 1924. 

CA, letter of Monsignor Okolo-Kulak to Father Abrikosov, November 17, 
1924. 
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to have the Vatican initiate negotiations with Jurenev, the Soviet 
representative at the Quirinal.^^ 

Father Abrikosov, acting in his capacity of procurator in Rome 
for the exarch of the Russian Cathohcs, drew up a memorandum to 
be presented to the Commission for Russian Affairs attached to the 
Congregation for the Oriental Church. In it he presented a detailed 
plan of what could and should be done to aid the Russian Catholics 
who were imprisoned. After pointing out the possibility of negotia¬ 
tions between the Vatican and the Soviets, but not neglecting the 
difficulties of that course, the memorandum suggested the means 
needed to assist the Russian Catholic prisoners and exiles. If $12.50 
were provided monthly for each prisoner and $17.50 for each exile, 
the total amount needed per month would be $667.50; but if this 
large sum were not available, a smaller sum would at least reheve 
the greatest needs and would be distributed proportionally. Mon¬ 
signor Okolo-Kulak, the vice-president of the Society for Aid to the 
Famine-Stricken in Russia, in immediate contact with the Polish 
Red Cross, would be able to transmit any available aid by the safest 
possible means.2^ 

But aU the efforts to free these Russian Catholics were unsuccess¬ 
ful. In spite of this, the Polish government did obtain the release of 
a number of the priests who had been tried and imprisoned; but 
they spent the rest of their lives outside Russia, even though they 
hoped and prayed that they might somehow return to work in the 
old harvest fields and vineyards. All their hopes proved of no avail, 
for what had been accomplished in the few years from the Bolshevik 
revolution was the destruction of the Catholic Church in Russia, 
the Roman or Latin church as well as the newly organized Byzantine 
rite for Russian Catholics. Of the Byzantine rite, the exarch and his 
few priests were imprisoned; and the sisters were also in prison. 
Hence, the Russian Catholics of Eastern rite were without the ritual 
aid of their own priests; fortunately, they could go to the Latin 
rite priests who gladly took care of them. The archdiocese of Mohy- 

23 CA, memorandmn on the liberation of Russian Catholics held by the 
Soviet government, November 25, 1924, presented by Father Abrikosov to the 
papal secretary of state. 

2* CA, memorandum on the liberation of Russian Catholics, October 6, 1925, 
presented to the Commission for Russian Affairs, Congregation for the Oriental 
Church. 
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lew, that immense territory only recently broken into smaller units, 
was without a bishop to head it; indeed, by 1924 only the aged 
Bishop Zerr of Tiraspol remained in Russia for all the Catholics 
there. According to a list drawn up by Father Xavier Klimaszewski, 
on August 31, 1924, there were only 127 Roman Catholic priests 
left in Russia at that time—16 were in prisons, and 111 were at 
their clerical posts 

Neither had Archbishop Ropp forgotten the problems of the Cath¬ 
olics in Russia. Unfortunately for all, the government of the diocese 
had remained divided. Archbishop Ropp continued trying to govern 
from Warsaw; in Petrograd itself a skeleton administration continued 
to function. The treasurer of the archdiocese. Monsignor Okolo- 
Kulak, lived in exile in Poland and played a controversial role in the 
subsequent history of the archdiocese. The metropolitan curia, made 
up of vicar general, chancellor, and vice-chancellor, also continued 
to function in Petrograd, as did a metropolitan court of a vice- 
officialis, three judges, a defender of the matrimonial bond, and a 
notary. Father Anthony Wasilewski, honorary canon of the cathedral 
and administrator of St. Catherine’s parish, was the vice-officialis 
of the court; and one of the judges was Father Boleslas Sloskan, at 
present the administrator of the archdiocese and in exile in 
Belgium.^® 

The existence of these ecclesiastical institutions shows that the 
skeleton of an organized church life remained in Russia even after 
the expulsion of the hierarchy. 

However, superimposed on this structure was Archbishop Ropp’s 
secretariat, located first at Mazowiecka 11/31, Warsaw. The arch¬ 
bishop himself resided at Pi^kna 24. His vicar general was Mon¬ 
signor Okolo-Kulak, into whose hands the actual administration of 
aflFairs fell. Besides this secretariat, there was also a metropolitan 
ecclesiastical court of the archdiocese of Mohylew, but resident in 
Warsaw (Mazowiecka 11/31). Of this court. Monsignor Okolo- 
Kulak was officialis, a position that gave him added power and 
influence. 

CA, list of priests outside Russia for a variety of reasons, August 31, 1924, 
drawn up by Father Xavier Klimaszewski. See Edmund Walsh, The Last 
Stand (Boston, 1931), pp. 184-187, for a list of prisoners for the years 
1924-1928. The list was compiled in 1930. 

Elenchus cleri ... 1926, pp. 24—27. 
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Moreover, Archbishop Ropp had established at Lublin and 
associated with the Cadiolic University a mission institute to educate 
priests for work in eastern Europe and especially in Russia. In 1925 
there were 11 students. In other parts of the world, there were 18 
priests and clerics pursuing studies outside the boundaries of the 
archdiocese of Mohylew, among them the distinguished historian, 
Alexei Petrani, now a member of the faculty of the Catholic Univer¬ 
sity of Lubhn.-' 

According to the archbishop, the object of the secretariat was to 
keep united the 151 priests who were in exile and to keep them in 
readiness to return to Russia, when the opportunity came. These 
priests were distributed throughout various dioceses: Poznan, Cra¬ 
cow, Warsaw, Lomza, Kielce, Sandomierz, Lodz, Lublin, Katowice, 
Podlasie, Wlodawek, Wilno, and Pinsk. There were also priests 
from the archdiocese working in Sejny and Samogitia in Lithuania, 
in Riga in Latvia, and in the United States. Warsaw had 20; 
Samogitia, 22; and Wilno, 30.-^ 

Through the secretariat, the archbishop undertook not only to 
keep his priests united by days of recollection and retreats, but also 
undertook to govern them and to tax them.^^ He insisted that they 
must remain incardinated in the archdiocese of Mohylew and thus 
prevented them from joining dioceses where they were actually 
working. The local diocesan authorities could not give parishes to 
priests from another diocese. Hence, a disproportionate number of 
priests, some of them ordained twenty years, were given such tasks 
as teaching religion to school boys. From this many of them could 
hardly make an adequate living wage.^® 

From the small income of his priests the archbishop demanded a 
3 per cent income tax.^^ Beyond this, the secretariat began to send 
out appeals for mass stipends, no matter how small.^- Other steps of 
the secretariat seemed more fantastic. By a decree of May 8, 1931, 
it created a decoration, a memorial cross. Pro fide et Ecclesia in 

Ibid., pp. 23-24; Okoto-Kulak, op. cit., p. 38. 

Elenchus cleri.. . 1926, pp. 28^2. 

^ KU, April 1, 1931; see also W. Ploskiewicz, memoirs, in manuscript form, 
made available to this WTiter by Monsignor Bronislas Ussas. 

See Elenchus cleri .. . 1926, pp. 28^2, where the positions of these priests 
are listed. 

31 KU, June 1, 1931. - 1931 ^ ^^d August 20, 1931. 
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Russia Merito, which was to be given to clergy and laity who dis¬ 
tinguished themselves in work for the faith and the Church in 
Russia.^^ This seemed, in fact, to recall to mind the old tsarist decora¬ 
tions and orders; but above all it seemed a way to extract more 
funds. The reception the priests of the archdiocese gave to this 
financial program can be judged from the fact that not one mass 
stipend was sent, in spite of the appeals of the archbishop’s vicar 
general, Okolo-Kulak.^^ 

Besides these financial problems, the secretariat badgered the 
clergy with questionnaires about their curriculum vitae since they 
went into exile and inquiries about their positions; all this seemed 
unnecessary to many of the clergy, who regarded it as another effort 
to discover their income, so that it could be taxed.^’^ 

The result of all this activity was that great ill-feeling developed 
among the exiled clergy of the archdiocese. Most of this hostility 
was directed not against the aging archbishop, but against his vicar 
general in Warsaw, Okolo-Kulak. There were charges of oppression, 
allegations of the misuse of funds for personal and family gain. 
Father W. Ploskiewicz finally appealed to Pope Pius XI himself in 
a personal audience, in which he explained in detail the difficulties 
of the exiled clergy and requested papal permission to incardinate 
in the archdiocese of Warsaw. The pope told Father Ploskiewicz to 
be patient, because the matter would soon be settled.^^ 

In the meantime, the secretariat and the archbishop had been 
lulled into a false sense of security. The Pontifical Commission Pro 
Russia in a letter of April 22, 1931, had thanked the archbishop for 
his work on behalf of the Church in Russia, especially for his efforts 
to organize the exiled clergy of the archdiocese of Mohylew, for 
his efforts to educate clergy for Russia in the Mission Institute at 
Lublin, and for his charitable work among the emigres from 
Russia.^" Less expected was the blow which fell at the end of the 
year. 

On December 9, 1931, the nuncio in Warsaw, Archbishop Mar- 
maggi, informed Archbishop Ropp that there was no longer anv 

S3 KU, August 20, 1931. 34 ^t;, October 1, 1931. 

35 KU, April 4, 1931, May 5, 1931, and July 8, 1931. 

3® Ploskiewicz, memoirs, in manuscript form. 

3"^ KU, May 5, 1931. 
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need for the maintenance of a secretariat of the archdiocese of 
Mohylew in Warsaw and that as of December 31, 1931, the secre¬ 
tariat was to cease to exist. The archbishop, according to the deci¬ 
sion of the Holy See, would remain the archbishop of Mohylew, and 
the exiled clergy would remain incardinated in the archdiocese of 
Mohylew; they would be at the disposal of the Holy See for future 
work in Russia. Moreover, should any one of the priests of the arch¬ 
diocese wish to be incardinated in the diocese where they work, 
they were to approach the nuncio in Warsaw, who would then under¬ 
take to deal with the Holy See on the matter. In fact, all the signifi¬ 
cant matters relating to the clergy of the exiled archdiocese of 
Mohylew were reserved to the Holy See. The archives of the 
metropolitan curia were to remain at the disposal of the Holy See.^^ 

The archbishop himself, in a letter of December 16, 1931, 
announced the decision to his clergy: ‘'Beloved brethren: This is the 
last time that I address you as your bishop . . . This then is farewell, 
like a voice from beyond the grave . . 

With this the existence of a separate government of the arch¬ 
diocese ended on December 31, 1931, but the bitterness lasted a 
long time. The hostility against Monsignor Okolo-Kulak also per¬ 
sisted, for some of the priests considered him to have been the 
archbishop’s bad angel. 

A further complication occurred, due to events in Moscow. There 
in 1927 Bishop Michael d’Herbigny, a Vatican emissary, consecrated 
three bishops: the dean of the cathedral chapter and administrator 
of the archdiocese, Anthony Malecki; the vicar of St. Catherine’s 
church, Boleslas Sloskan; and the pastor of the French church in 
Moscow, Father E. Neveu. It was hoped to provide a continuing 
government and administration of the Church in Russia.*^® 

The picture that emerges from the sources is one of a church 
considerably weakened by the loss of leadership and by decrease in 
numbers, especially in St. Petersburg. In the provincial areas the 
Catholic population showed considerable stability, in spite of revolu¬ 
tion, civil war, and persecution. Finally, we find among the exiled 

^ KC7, December 16, 1931. ^9 December 16, 1931. 

*®Jan Wasilewski, Arcybiskupi i administratorotvie archidijecezji mohylow^ 
skiej (Pinsk, 1930), pp. 184-186. 
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clergy all the disputes of emigres. These disputes were necessarily 
ended by the intervention of Rome in a manner that was mercifully 
quick and decisive. The effect of the years of persecution by the 
Bolsheviks had left its effect, frightening for loyal Catholics. The 
resistance of the Catholic element in Belorussia had been seriously 
weakened: defections among Catholics and adherence to various 
sects, particularly to the “Stundists,” were becoming more and more 
frequent. Undoubtedly, this bore out the truth of what Archbishop 
Cieplak had written in 1922 that there was need of haste in making 
some sort of settlement with the Bolsheviks about the churches, for 
the faithful would grow weary of resistance, especially without the 
spiritual strength that comes from association with one another in 
the church services.'*^ Even so esteemed a man as Father Fedu- 
kowicz, after being tortured at length by the Cheka, signed a letter 
drawn up by the Soviets against the leaders of the Catholic Church; 
but on his return to Zytomierz, he died a martyr’s death, imploring 
God to forgive him for what he had done.^- 

More dangerous perhaps than the use of naked force against the 
people and the clergy were the efforts of the Bolsheviks to organize 
a schismatic Catholic Church, independent of Rome. These autono¬ 
mous spiritual units were, of course, to be mastered and controlled by 
communist or communist collaborators, who would certainly pre¬ 
pare a general apostasy.^^ However, these plans on the part of the 
Bolsheviks failed of any signal success, particularly with the Latin 
Catholics, at least at this early date; two decades later they were not 
completely unsuccessful. 

Thus, the work of destruction had come to an end. The Catholic 
Church in Russia lay prostrate—disorganized and without leader¬ 
ship—before the overwhelming power of the Bolshevik state. Its 
leading clergy were imprisoned or exiled and the laity deprived of 
the sacramental support that only ordained priests could provide. 

CA, letter of Archbishop Cieplak to the Papal Relief Commission, Decem¬ 
ber 19, 1922. 

CA, memorandum of the Polish Executive Committee in Ruthenia, pre¬ 
sented to Archbishop Cieplak, May 12, 1925. 

*^CA, memorandum of the Polish Executive Committee, May 12, 1925. 
.See also Edmund Walsh, Why Pope Pius XI Asked Prayers fur Russia on 
March If), 1930 (New York, 1930), p. 16. 
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All the eflForts of the Catholic leaders in Russia to make an agreement 
with the government had failed; further eflForts to solve the conflict 
between the Catholics and the government by diplomatic means 
had also failed. “Coexistence” had apparently proved impossible, 
for on the government’s terms it meant abject submission to the civil 
authorities and unlawful interference in the internal activities of the 
Church. 
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A Contemporary Report on the Condition 
of the Catholic Church in Russia, 1922 


This document is an extremely valuable source. It is a rough draft 
of a report on the condition of the Catholic Church in Russia in 
September 1922. Its author was Monsignor Constantine Budkiewicz, 
pastor of St. Catherine’s church in Petrograd and dean of the 
Petrograd Catholic clergy. He was executed by the Bolsheviks on 
March 31,1923, after a sensational trial in which he and Archbishop 
John Cieplak, administrator of the Archdiocese of Mohylew since 
the arrest and exile of Edward Ropp, the archbishop of Mohylew, 
were the most prominent defendants. Monsignor Budkiewicz wrote 
the report for Lorenzo Lauri, the titular archbishop of Ephesus and 
papal nuncio in Warsaw. What enhances the value of this docu¬ 
ment is the fact that the final draft sent to the nuncio most probably 
perished in Warsaw during the Second World War. So far as the 
present writer could discover, with the closing of the nunciature in 
Warsaw after the Polish defeat in 1939, the archives of the nuncio 
were transferred to the Primate s Palace in Warsaw for safekeeping. 
Presumably the archives perished when the Primate’s Palace was 
destroyed. 

The document was made available to the writer by Monsignor 
Bronislas Ussas, one of the few remaining priests of the archdiocese 
of Mohylew and now resident in Warsaw. He had been a member 
of the Commission for the Revindication of Polish Archives. 

The significance of the document, furthermore, consists in this 
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I 


that it sheds light on the life of the St. Petersburg Catholics and 
their internal problems, as well as on their relations with the Bolshe¬ 
vik government, while they made an effort at some sort of coexist¬ 
ence with Bolshevik communism. 


STATUS ECCLESIAE IN RUSSIA 

In eunte regimine communistarum in Russia, pietas fidelium non solum 
non est diminuta, sed etiam aucta. Debiliores sane propter perturbationem 
rerum et idearum defecerunt, sed hi sunt paucissimi. Communiter autem 
homines sentientes se omnino in calamitatibus hodiemae vitae et perse- 
cutionem patientes nullum aliud refugium vident nisi solum Deum. 
Quam ob causam fideles nostri in Russia nunquam erant tarn religioni 
addicti quam hos nostro tempore. Cuius rei testimonium est frequens 
fidelium communio et defensio Ecclesiarum et sacerdotum, aliquando 
magno cum periculo vitae et libertatis suscepta. Unde certo dici potest 
nunquam fuisse tarn arctam coniunctionem fidelium cum ecclesia quam 
nunc. 

Res temporales Ecclesiae in Russia pessime se habent. Causae huius 
rei sunt duae. Altera causa est reemigratio fidelium in patriam. Propter 
calamitiosam conditionem vitae in Russia permulti fideles discesserunt 
regione multique volunt discedere. Exemplo est paroecia s. Catharinae 
Petropoli, quae habuit circa 30,000 fidelium, nunc autem habet 5,000. 
Idem apparet in aliis paroeciis. Sunt quidem paroeciae, quarum numerus 
parochianorum non excedit 50 fideles. Altera causa inopiae ecclesiarum 
est status rerum oeconomicarum in Russia ac sic dicta ‘'nationalisation 
bonorum ecclesiasticorum. Decreto de “nationalisatione” ecclesiae privatae 
sunt paucis reditibus, quos antea habuerunt, oblationes vero fidelium non 
sunt sufficientes ad honestam sustentationem. Quam ob rem sacerdotes 
necessitatibus carentes, coguntur paroecias relinquere et in patriam una 
cum parochianis suis redire, et aliquando contingit, ut ne quidem censuris 
ecclesiasticis in loco suae residentiae retineri possint. Nunc 30 ecclesiae 
una cum curia archiepiscopali carent pecunia necessaria. Nisi huic rei 
consulatur ecclesiae a sacerdotibus relictae in usum prophanum a com- 
munistis destinentur, et tali pacto stationes ecclesiasticae, tanto cum 
studio erectae, peribunt, et missionarii, qui aliquando revenient, non 
habebunt locum residentiae. Ex dictis patet Ecclesiam in Russia in 
periculo esse ac auxilio alacri indigere. 

Praeterea periculum imminet omnibus ecclesiis nostris ex parte decreti 







Appendix 191 

23 Januarii 1918 aniii de separatione ecclesiae a statu, vi cuius omnia 
bona ecclesiastica declarantur pertinere ad populum Russiae seu ad 
rempublicam. Qua de causa parochiani, ut ius utendi ecclesia habeant, 
debent pactum cum gubemio inire, quod omnino discipinae ecclesiasticae 
adversatur. 

Hactenus contingebat fidelibus, ut bono cum successu contra dictum 
pactum protestarentur. Nunc autem, cum regimen communistarum auda- 
cius factum sit, magna cum tenacitate subscriptio pacti a fidelibus 
expostulatur simulque minatur si fideles resistant, ecclesias clausurum 
iri. Delegatus archiepiscopi Cieplak impetravit Moscoviae indutias unius 
mensis, intra quern Archiepiscopus posset a Sede Apostolica responsum 
accipere. Dubitando decisionem Beatissimi Patris eumque omnino sper- 
nentes sic dicti commissarii regiminis de novo conantur dictas subscrip- 
tiones fidelibus extorquere et iam unam ecclesiam in oppido Gatschina 
prope Petropolim clauserunt. 

Tali pacto, si nullum nobis auxilium obveniet, ecclesiae nostrae 
claudentur et exspoliationi exponentur. 

Optimum ecclesiis in Russia auxilium posset praestare gubernium 
polonicum vi Rigensis tractatus. Sed gubernium illud propter causas 
politicas erga regimen Russiae tarn debile se ostendit, ut catholici nostri 
omnem spem melioris sortis a Polonia provenientis amitterent. Non est 
dubitandum, quin delegatio reipublicae polonicae bonam voluntatem 
interveniendi habeat urgendo observationem Rigensis tractatus. At diffi- 
cultas in eo posita est, quod gubernium Poloniae non magna auctoritate 
utatur apud gubernium Russiae. Quam ob causam art. VII Rigensis 
Tractatus hactenus a Russia non observatur, quamquam post suam notam 
diplomaticam de hac re legatio Poloniae aliquoties verbaliter tractabat. 
Quod quidem in praesenti apparet, quando gubernium Russiae maxima 
cum severitate nostras ecclesias opprimit, etiam claudit et reliquias 
sanctorum prophanat. 

Error fanaticus communistarum optime apparuit in prophanatione 
reliquiarum b. Andreae Bobolae. Momentum rei in eo positum est, ut 
gubernium adversus decretum suum de separatione ecclesiae a statu, 
quod inter caetera habet articulum de tolerantia, ingerat se in doctrinam 
Ecclesiae nostrae appellando cultum reliquiarum superstitionem. 

Censebamus gubernium Russiae gratum se praebiturum Sedi Apostolicae 
pro subsidio famelicis praestito, sed spes nos fefellit. Officiales Russiae 
tarn ephemeridibus quam in colloquio supradictum auxilium parvi pendere 
student. Maxime vero haec ingrata relatio ad Sanctam Sedem apparuit in 
rebus sacris redimendis. Ut nobis nunc notum est, Curia Romana, post 
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promulgationem decreti de sic dicta exemptione rerum preciosarum ope 
telegraphi gubernio Russia proponebat se precium aequivalens pro rebus 
sacris solvere velle. At gubernium non solum nullum responsum dedit, 
sed etiam prophanationi dictas res sacras exponere curabat simulque 
sacerdotes hac in re etiam passive se habentes in custodiam includebat et 
iiidicio tradebat. In hac etiam causa Archiepiscopus J. Cieplak multa 
perpessus est et adhuc patietur. Ex mandate Archiepiscopi decanus 
Budkievvicz de redimendis rebus sacris Moscoviae cum gubernio tractabat. 
Nimirum Archiepiscopus statim post acceptum ab Eminentissimo Cardi- 
nali Gasparri de hac re nuncium scripsit ad gubernium epistolam, ubi 
postulabat, ut, vi conventionis cum Sede Apostolica, res sacrae ultra non 
eximerentur, iam, exemptae ecclesiis redderentur, et sacerdotes hac in 
causa in custodiam traditi liberarentur. Cum gubernium nihil responderet, 
supradictus Budkiewicz in scripto proposuit conditiones emptionis rerum 
sacrarum, explicans quod tarn Archiepiscopus quam sacerdotes hac in re 
accusati non debent tractari ut animo “contrarevolutionis” gubernio non 
obedientes, sed solummodo ut secundum ius canonicum agentes, atque 
vi decreti de tolerantia religiosa nulla poena aflBciendos esse. Ad hoc 
propositum respondit oflRcialis Crassicof gubernium severissimo modo 
reos iudicaturum et puniturum. Quod vero attinet res sacras auferendas, 
gubernium non posse suum decretum mutare, sed posse Sedi Apostolicae 
res iam ablatas vendere, ut vendit mercatoribus, precio maximo. 

Responsum hoc mirum videtur, si perpendatur pacifica propositio 
Sedis Apostolicae emendi res sacras. 

Alii delegate Cancelario Trojgo gubernium Russiae respondit se non 
posse res sacras vendere, quia ignorat, ubi sint. 

Causa propter quam gubernium non abstinuit se a prophanatione 
rerum sacrarum videtur esse haec, quod sperabat se occasione “exemp- 
tionis” scissionem in Ecclesia facturum, ut factum est in confessione 
mssica. 

Gravissimi momenti est propagatio fidei Catholicae in Russia. Cum 
Exarcha unitarum Petropoli pro Russia nominatus esset, sine merito 
sperabatur permultos Russos ad Ecclesiam ritus orientalis conversuros 
esse. Sed spes ilia feffelit. Exemplo esse potest Petropolis. Habitant hie in 
praesenti praeter exarcham quattuor sacerdotes ritus orientalis, quorum 
unus manet apud parochiam Sancti Stanislai. Exarch Fiodorof habet in 
urbe capellam suam, duo manent penes ecclesiam s. Catharinae, unus ad 
procathedralem ecclesiam. Omnes isti sacerdotes sunt viri pii bonumque 
exemplum vitae praebent. Nihilominus tamen numerus conversorum in 
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ritum orientalem non excedit 90 personas. E contra ad ritum latinum 
conversi sunt circa 3,000. Eadem proportio apparet etiam in aliis locis. 

Quamquam et sacerdotes ritus latini praedicant in lingua russica, hoc 
tamen (contra opinionen Exarchae Fiodorof) non impedit, quominus 
conversi eligant ritum slavonicum. Inter praedicationem Exarchae Fio¬ 
dorof, et praedicationem aliorum sacerdotum, etiam ritus orientalis, 
Petropoli hoc est discrimen, quod hi explicant et errores schismatiscorum, 
pater vero Fiodorof putat hoc esse magnopere noxium propagationi 
unionis et tolerantiam suam eousque extendit, ut etiam schismaticis non- 
dum conversis in sua capella sacramenta poenitentiae et s. Eucharistiae 
administret (ut dicit, ex verbali licentia Beatissimi papae Pii X). lidem 
schismatic! sacramenta suscipiunt tarn in capella Exarchae quam in 
ecclesiis schismaticis. Praeterea Fiodorof eo tendit ut Sedes Apostolica 
exclusive ipsi soh suisque subditis propagationem fidei cathohcae in 
Russia committat omnesque converses Russos necessario ritum orientalem 
complecti. Sacerdotes vero ritus latini ad haec respondent se nullam 
hucusque hac in re specialem dispositionem Sanctae Sedis accepisse 
ideoque debere diiigi Jure Canonico et theologia pastorali; quod autem 
ad ritum attinet—neminem posse vi adtrahi. 

Idem Fiodorof opinionem propagat polonos sacerdotes non posse 
propagatores fidei inter Russos esse propter nationalismum polonorum 
et invidiam Russorum erga polonos. Unde, ut ait Exarcha Fiodorof, Russi, 
qui nunc non convertuntiur, sed decursu temporis convert! possunt, odio 
erga polonos praedicatores vel missionaries ducti (aucto propter conver- 
sionem aliquorum Russorum in ritum latinum) etiam in ritum slavonicum 
non convertuntur. Opinionem hanc esse erroneam patet ex eo, quod 
sacerdotes poloni non produnt nationalism! animum, sed e contra sciunt 
linguam russicam et hac lingua praedicant. Praeterea, parochi poloni 
videntes inopiam sacerdotum conversorum, hospitio in domus saus illos 
recerperunt. Insuper in ecclesia s. Catharinae celebratur quavis Dominica 
speciahs missa pro Russis in ritu latino et slavonico—cum praedicatione. 
Unde ratio propter quam quidam contumaces convert! nolunt, omnino 
ridicula et irrationabilis videtur. Ob eandem rationem displicent Exarchae 
Fiodorof praelectiones et disputationes de rebus fidei, quae lingua russica 
quavis hebdomada magno cum concursu Russorum penes ecclesiam s. 
Catharinae Petropoli locum habent. 

Tali pacto res, quae ad mentem Ecclesiae unitis viribus fieri debeat, 
dividitur in contrarias partes, quarum altera repraesentatur a fanaticis 
ritus orientalis, Fiodorof Petropoli et Abricosof Moscoviae, altera vero a 
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sacerdotibus latinis et ceteris sacerdotibus ritus orientalis, qui exarchae 
sui fanaticum errorem non sequuntur. 

Adhuc pauca verba de biritualismo, qui dicitur. Persuasione sacerdotum 
latinorum et nonnullomm orientalium opus propagandae fidei catholicae 
in Russia maxime pronioveretur, si sacerdotes latini et orientales haberent 
facultatem celebrandi in uno vel altero ritu pro rerum locorumque ratione, 
quod nostris praesertim temporibus, quando numerus sacerdotum cath- 
olicorum in Russia in dies minuitur, omnino necessarium videretur. Biri- 
tualismus ideo etiam optandus videtur, quod tunc non oriretur in Russia 
ista spiritui amoris christiani opposita divisio in duas ecclesias catholicas: 
latinam et orientalem, quae quidem divisio hie et nunc non existit, sed 
importuno agendi modo effici potest. Imo, biritualismus perpetuo moneret 
fideles utriusque ritus imam esse ecclesiam catholicam, quae utrumque 
ritum eiusdem valoris esse docet et ideo pro rerum necessitate, in uno 
alterove ritu celebrare permittit. Ex idea biritualismi sua sponte unitas 
hierarchica sequitur. 

Paucitas conversorum in ritum orientalem videtur sequenti ratione 
explicari posse. Russi, etsi iam natura sua sunt “Deum quaerentes” 
(iTissice bogazhatieli), hoc est, veram fidem cognosce re sapientes, maxima 
ignorantia in rebus fidei laborant. Quam ob causam horum fides fere 
omnino alFectu et animi motibus innititur, non vero ratione, et hoc quidem 
notatur non solum apud indoctos, sed etiam apud nobiles et cultos 
homines. Quod quidem omnibus gentibus orientalibus proprium est, 
quorum animus superstitionem paganorum in religionem christianam 
transfert. Illo aflFectu ducti Russi, de veritate in Ecclesia catholica latente 
persuasi, maxima ex parte tantam aversionem erga schismaticam confes- 
sionem sentiunt, ut omnem reminiscentiam eius (ergo et ritum orientalem) 
vitare curent. At non solum ritus illis schismaticam confessionem in 
memoriam revocat, sed et ipsi sacerdotes uniti. Qui, etiamsi Catholici iam 
sint, manent tamen cultura orientali, vel potius defectu culturae, imbuti 
et habent eundem modum agendi, ac schismatici sacerdotes. Unde neo- 
conversi interrogati ad quern ritum adnumerari velint, respondent se velle 
omnino Ecclesiae Catholicae adscribi et eligunt ritum latinum. Quam- 
quam enim eis res dare explicatur, maxima tamen ex parte habent 
quandam Ecclesiam ritus orientalis non omnino catholicam. Quae quidem 
opinio dominat non solum apud laicos sed etiam apud clerum schismati- 
cum, cui non sunt ignota principia ecclesiasticae disciplinae. 

Praeter enumeratas quaestiones, sunt quaedam quae spectant calen- 
darium. Exarcha vi potestatis a metropolita, A. Szeptycki, obtentae, 
exigit ut sacerdotes ritus orientalis penes ecclesias latinas degentes in 
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celebratione missae tarn privatae quam solemnis calendarium veteris styli 
servent, quod nobis videtur contrarium regulis liturgicis simulque offendit 
liturgicum ordinem in ecclesiis latinis, et causat quoddam scandalum 
parochianorum, v.g., si die Paschatis secundum novum stylum celebretur 
missa quadragesimalis. 

Pseudoreformatio confessionis schismaticae, quae nunc fit in Russia, 
initio videbatur profutura conversioni Russorum. Qui vere orthodoxum 
animum habent, in sua ecclesia vertitatem erroribus contaminatam 
videntes, necessario ad catholicam fidem se conversuros. Sed hac in re 
aliter factum est. Imprimis clems schismaticus, curae et tutelae guberaii 
assuetus, sine qua iam illi existere difficile est, curam novi gubernii non 
detractat. Communistae, a priori omnem religionem negantes, post aliquod 
tempus intellexemnt se non posse religionem in populo eradicare, sed 
posse ecclesiam schismaticam in servitutuem sibi redigere. Sane, si clems 
schismaticus spiritum ecclesiasticum haberet, hoc illis non contingeret. 
Sed clerici, praesertim aliqui superiores, protestantismo imbuti, iam ideam 
puram Ecclesiae amiserunt, et patriarcham suum vi amoverunt. Hoc 
quidem eo modo factum est, quod gubernium imperatomm timens, ne 
clems Russiae aliquid commune cum Ecclesia Catholica habeat, curabat 
ut, ad veritatem obumbrandam principia protestantismi in scholis eccle- 
siasticis traderentur. Tali pacto decursu temporis factum est, ut ecclesia 
schismatica, quae in dogmatibus videbatur parum differre ab Ecclesia 
Catholica, nunc protestantismum sapiat. Unde facile intelligi potest illud, 
cur clems Russiae, olim approbante gubemio, aliquoties cum ecclesia 
Anglicana et cum sic dictis veteribus Catholicis de fide convenire conatus 
est. Populus, ut supra dictum, est, quoad fidem omnino mdis et incultus, 
et gubernium timens, propter inertiam suam, sicut in aliis rebus, ita et 
in causa religionis, post aliquod tempus pseudoreformatae ecclesiae suae 
assuescet. Paucissimi solummodo tarn laici quam clerici resistere pseudo- 
reformationi conantur, sed hi maxima ex parte in custodiam traduntur. 
Factum est sane quod sat multi clerici cum laicis, praeside archiepiscopo 
Antonino, qui initio animo pseudoreformationis novo gubernio obediebat, 
in comitiis Moscoviae protestabant contra pseudoreformationem et inger- 
entiam guberaii in res ecclesiae, sed hoc pamm confessioni schismaticae 
prodesse videtur. Gubernium ad hoc respondit sese vi decreti de separa- 
tione ecclesiae a statu rebus ecclesiae non ingerere. Fautores autem 
pseudoreformationis contra Antoninum eiusque asseclas comitia fecerunt 
et excommunicationem pronuntiavemnt. 

Has ob causas ecclesia Russiae, ab imperatoribus captivata et depravata, 
nunc gubemio Sovietistico subiecta manet. Quod quidem gubernium 
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cautissime curat, ne “viva ecclesia” a quibusdam missionariis aliquid 
detrimenti capiat. Unde propagatio veritatis a missionariis extraneis 
omnino impossibilis videtur. 

Petropoli die Septembris 1922 a. 


The Condition of the Church in Russia 

Since communist rule began in Russia, the piety of the faithful has 
not only not lessened, but rather has increased. The weaker element 
has indeed defected because of the confusion of things and ideas, 
but it is very small. Generally men, perceiving themselves in the 
midst of calamities and suffering persecution, see no refuge but 
God alone. For this reason our faithful in Russia have never been 
more attached to religion than at this time. Evidence is the frequent 
reception of Holy Communion and the defense of the churches 
and clergy, sometimes undertaken with danger to life and liberty. 
Hence, we can certainly say that never has there been such a close 
bond between the Church and the faithful. 

The temporal affairs of the Church are in very bad condition. 
There are two reasons for this. One is the re-emigration of the faith¬ 
ful to their fatherland. Because of the calamitous conditions of life 
in Russia, very many of the faitliful have departed from this region 
and many wish to leave. St. Catherine’s parish in Petrograd is an 
example. It had 30,000 members; now it has 5,000. The same is tme 
of other parishes. There are some parishes which do not have 50 
parishioners. The other reason for the poverty of the churches is 
the economic condition of Russia and the so-called nationalization 
of church property. By the decree of ‘‘nationalization” the churches 
were deprived of the small income which they formerly had; and 
the offerings of the faithful are not suflBcient for a decent existence. 
Therefore, priests, lacking necessities, are forced to abandon their 
parishes and to return with their parishioners to their homeland; 
and sometimes they cannot be kept in their place of residence even 
by ecclesiastical censures. Now about 30 churches, together with 
the archiepiscopal curia, lack the necessary funds. Unless this situa¬ 
tion is remedied, the churches abandoned by priests will be con- 
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verted to profane uses by the communists, and in this way churches, 
built with such zeal, will perish. And the missionaries, who will 
some day return, will have no place of residence. From what I have 
said it is clear that the Church in Russia is in danger and needs 
speedy assistance. 

Moreover, danger threatens all our churches from the decree of 
January 23, 1918, on the separation of Church and State. By virtue 
of this decree, all church property is declared the property of the 
Russian people or of the republic. Therefore, the parishioners, in 
order to have the right to use the church, must enter into an agree¬ 
ment with the government. This is altogether contrary to ecclesi¬ 
astical discipline. 

So far the faithful have been able to protest successfully against 
the above-mentioned pact. Now, however, since the communist 
regime has grown bolder, it is demanding very persistently from 
the faithful the signature of the agreement; at the same time it 
threatens to close the churches, if the faithful resist. Archbishop 
Cieplak’s delegate in Moscow requested a delay of one month, 
within which the archbishop could obtain a reply from the 
Apostolic See in this matter. Refusing to await the decision of the 
Holy Father and altogether spuming him, the so-called commissars 
of the government are trying anew to force signatures from the 
faithful and have already closed one church in the village of 
Gatschina near Petrograd. 

If we do not receive help, in this way our churches will be 
closed and exposed to plunder. 

By virtue of the Treaty of Riga, the Polish government would 
have been able to give the best assistance to the churches in Russia. 
But that government, because of political factors, shows itself so 
weak in the face of the Russian government, that our Catholics 
have lost all hope of an improved situation owing to action by the 
Polish government. Undoubtedly, the Polish delegation has the 
good will to intervene by urging the observance of the Treaty of 
Riga; the difficulty, however, lies in the fact that the Polish govern¬ 
ment does not enjoy great authority with the Russian government. 
Therefore, Article Seven of the Treaty of Riga is not being observed 
by Russia so far, although the Polish legation has dealt with the 
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matter verbally several times after its diplomatic note. This is clear 
at present, when the Russian government is persecuting our churches 
with the greatest severity, even closing them and desecrating the 
relics of the saint. 

The communists’ fanatical error appears best in the desecration 
of relics of Blessed Andrew Bobola. It is significant that the govern¬ 
ment, against its own decree on the separation of the Church and 
State (which also contains an article on religious toleration) inter¬ 
venes in Catholic teaching by calling our veneration of relics a 
superstition. 

We had thought that the Russian government would be grateful 
for the Apostolic See’s assistance in the famine, but this hope has 
deceived us. Russian oflBcials endeavor to discount that aid both 
in their newspapers and in their conversations. This ungrateful 
attitude toward the Holy See appeared most strongly in the matter 
of the purchase of the sacred vessels. As we know now, the Roman 
Curia, after the decree on the so-called expropriation of valuables, 
by telegraph oflFered the Russian government to pay an equivalent 
price for the sacred objects. But the government not only failed to 
give an answer, but also designedly exposed the sacred objects to 
profanation, and at the same time imprisoned and put on trial even 
priests who maintained a passive attitude in this matter. In tliis 
affair, too, Archbishop John Cieplak has already suffered and will 
suffer more. By order of the archbishop. Dean Budkiewicz nego¬ 
tiated with the government at Moscow with a view to redeeming 
the sacred objects. Immediately after receiving the information from 
Cardinal Gasparri, the archbishop had written the government a 
letter in which he demanded that in virtue of the agreement with 
the Apostolic See, sacred objects should no longer be seized, those 
already expropriated be returned to the churches, and the priests 
arrested over this matter be freed. When the government gave no 
reply, the aforementioned Budkiewicz in a letter proposed condi¬ 
tions for the purchase of the sacred objects; he explained that the 
archbishop as well as the priests charged in this matter ought not 
to be treated as disobeying the government from a spirit of “counter¬ 
revolution,” but only as acting according to canon law. Hence, by 
virtue of the decree on religious toleration, they are not to be pun- 
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ished in any way. To this proposal Krassikov, an oflScial in the 
Commissariat of Justice, replied that the government would judge 
and punish the guilty parties most severely; with regard to the 
removal of the sacred objects, the government could not change its 
decree, but it could sell objects already seized to the Apostolic See 
at the highest price, just as it was selling them to merchants. 

This reply certainly seems marvelous, if one considers the peace¬ 
able offer of the Holy See to purchase the sacred objects. 

To the other delegate. Chancellor Troigo, the Russian govern¬ 
ment replied that it cannot sell the sacred objects, because it does 
not know where they are. 

The reason why the government did not restrain itself from the 
desecration of sacred objects seems to be that it hoped to produce 
a schism in our Church by the “expropriation,” as it did in the 
Russian confession. 

The propagation of the Catholic faith in Russia is of the greatest 
importance. When a Uniate exarch at St. Petersburg was named for 
Russia, it was hoped, but without reason, that very many Russians 
would be converted to the church of the Eastern rite. This hope has 
proved false. Petrograd can serve as an example. Besides the exarch, 
four priests of the Eastern rite live here, one of whom stays at the 
parish of St. Stanislas. Exarch Fedorov has his chapel in the city; 
two are at St. Catherine’s church and one at the procathedral. All 
these priests are pious men, and they give good example by their 
lives. Nevertheless, the number of converts to the Eastern rite does 
not exceed 90 persons. There are, on the contrary, about 3,000 
converts to the Latin rite. That same proportion appears in other 
places. 

Although the priests of the Latin rite preach in Russian, this does 
not (contrary to the opinion of Exarch Fedorov) prevent the con¬ 
verts from choosing the Slavonic rite. Between the preaching of 
Exarch Fedorov and the preaching of other priests (also of the 
Eastern rite) at Petrograd there is this difference, that the latter 
explain the error of the schismatics; Fedorov, however, considers 
this very injurious to the spread of the Union, and pushes his toler¬ 
ance so far as to administer the sacraments in his chapel to schis¬ 
matics who have not as yet been converted. He asserts that he does 
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this by reason of a verbal permission from Pope Pius X. These 
schismatics receive the sacraments in the exarch’s chapel as well as 
in their own schismatic churches; furthermore, Fedorov declares 
that the Apostolic See has committed the propagation of the faith 
in Russia exclusively to him and his subjects, and that all Russian 
converts must necessarily embrace the Eastern rite. To this the 
Latin rite priests answer that on this problem they have so far not 
received any special instructions from the Holy See and that, there¬ 
fore, they must be directed by canon law and pastoral theology. 
With regard to rite, they say that no one can be forced to adopt any 
rite. 

Exarch Fedorov is also spreading the opinion that Polish 
priests cannot be propagators of the faith in Russia because of the 
nationalism of the Poles and the hatred the Russians feel for the 
Poles; therefore, says Fedorov, Russians who are not being converted 
now, but could be converted in the course of time, are not being 
converted even to the Slavonic rite because of a hatred for the 
Polish preachers (a hatred increased by the conversion of some 
Russians to the Latin rite). That this opinion is wrong is obvious, 
for the Polish priests do not act in the spirit of nationalism but, on 
the contrary, they know the Russian language and preach in this 
language. Moreover, the Polish pastors, seeing the poverty of the 
convert priests, receive them as guests in their homes. Besides, every 
Sunday a mass in the Slavonic rite and the Latin rite is celebrated 
for the Russians in St. Catherine’s church—together with a sermon. 
Hence, the reason why certain obstinate persons do not wish to be 
converted seems altogether ridiculous and irrational. For the same 
reason. Exarch Fedorov is displeased with the lectures and debates 
on matters of faith which are held every week in Russian at St. 
Catherine’s church in Petrograd with a large Russian attendance. 

In this way a matter which ought to be done with united forces 
leads to division into two opposite factions. One is represented by 
the fanatics of the Eastern rite, Fedorov at Petrograd, and Abrikosov 
at Moscow; the other is represented by the Latin rite priests, and 
the rest of the Eastern rite clergy, who do not follow their exarch’s 
fanatical error. 

Still a few words about so-called biritualism. It is the conviction 
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of the Latin priests and some of the Oriental clergy, that the work 
of spreading the Catholic faith in Russia would profit greatly if 
Latin and Oriental priests had permission to celebrate in one or 
the other rite, depending on the time and place; especially in our 
times, when the number of Catholic priests is daily decreasing, this 
seems to be altogether necessary. Biritualism also seems advisable 
for the reason that then there would not rise in Russia that division 
into two Catholic churches, Latin and Oriental, a division contrary 
to the spirit of Christian charity, and one which does not here and 
now exist, but could be created by an inopportune manner of acting. 
Furthermore, biritualism would always teach the faithful that there 
is one Catholic Church which teaches that both rites have the same 
value. It permits celebration in one or the other rite according to 
necessity. From the idea of biritualism follows naturally hierarchical 
unity. 

The fewness of converts to the Eastern rite seems explicable 
from the following reason. Russians, even though they are by their 
nature already “God-seekers,” that is, knowing how to recognize 
the true faith, are afflicted with a great ignorance in matters of 
faith. Therefore, the faith of these people rests almost wholly on 
sentiment and emotional states, and not on reason; and this is true 
not only of the unlettered but also of noble and educated men. This, 
indeed, is characteristic of Oriental peoples, whose spirit has trans¬ 
ferred pagan superstition into the Christian religion. Led by this 
sentiment, the Russians, convinced that truth lies hidden in the 
Catholic Church, for the most part feel such an aversion for the 
schismatic confession, that they wish to avoid its every memory 
(hence, also the Eastern rite). But not only does the rite recall to 
them the schismatic confession, but so do the Uniate priests them¬ 
selves. Even though these priests are Catholic, they remain imbued 
with an Oriental culture (or rather a lack of culture), and behave 
in the same way that the schismatic priests do. Hence, when new 
converts are asked what rite they wish to belong to, they reply 
emphatically that they wish to join the Catholic Church and they 
choose the Latin rite. Although the matter is explained to them 
clearly, they mostly consider an Eastern rite church as not entire!v 
Catholic. This opinion is dominant not only among layfolk, but 
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also among the schismatic clergy, who are not unacquainted with 
the principles of ecclesiastical discipline. 

Besides these questions already listed, there are some pertaining 
to the calendar. The exarch, by virtue of power received from 
Metropolitan Andrew Szeptycki, demands that priests of Eastern 
rite attached to Latin churches follow the Old Style calendar in 
the celebration of private as well as solemn mass, which seems to 
us contrary to liturgical regulations, disturbs the liturgical order 
in the Latin churches, and somewhat causes scandal among the 
parishioners, for example, on Easter Day (according to the New 
Style), they celebrate a lenten mass. 

The pseudoreformation of the schismatic confession now going 
on in Russia seemed first as though it might aid conversion of the 
Russians. But those who have a truly orthodox spirit, seeing in their 
church the truth fouled by errors, necessarily will be converted to 
the Catholic faith. The schismatic clergy, accustomed to the care 
and protection of tlie government, does not reject the support of the 
new government. The communists, a priori denying all religion, 
after a while realized that they cannot eradicate religion in the 
population, but that they can reduce the schismatic church to 
slavery. Indeed, if the schismatic clergy had the ecclesiastical spirit, 
this would not have happened to them. But the clergy, especially 
some of the higher clergy, imbued with Protestantism, have already 
lost the pure concept of the Church, and have forcibly removed 
their patriarch. This was effected in the following manner. The im¬ 
perial government, fearing lest the Russian clergy have anything in 
common with the Catholic Church, in order to confuse the truth, 
undertook to see that the principles of Protestantism were taught 
in the ecclesiastical schools. Thus in the course of time the schismatic 
church, which seemed to differ but little from the Catholic Church 
in dogma, took on a Protestant coloring. Hence, it is easily under¬ 
stood why the Russian clergy, with the approval of the government, 
tried several times to come to an agreement on matters of faith 
with the Anglican Church and with the so-called Old Catholics. 
The people, as I have said above, are altogether illiterate, unedu¬ 
cated, and fearful of the government, and because of its inertia in 
religion as in other matters will after some time grow accustomed 
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to their pseudoreformed church. Only very few clergy and laity 
tried to resist the pseudoreformation, but most of these have been 
cast into prison. In fact, a considerable number of priests and lay 
folk, under the leadership of Archbishop Antonin, who at first in 
the spirit of the pseudoreform obeyed the new government, met in 
Moscow and protested against the pseudoreform and against gov¬ 
ernment intereference in ecclesiastical matters. However, this seems 
to benefit the schismatic church but little. The government replied 
to this that by virtue of the decree on separation of Church and 
State it does not interefere with ecclesiastical matters. The advo¬ 
cates of the pseudoreform convoked a synod against Antonin and 
his followers and pronounced a sentence of excommunication. 

For these reasons the Russian Church, held captive and corrupted 
by the emperors, is now subject to the Soviet government. This 
government takes the greatest care lest the “Living Church” suffer 
any harm from certain missionaries. Hence, the propagation of the 
truth by foreign missioners seems completely impossible. 

St. Petersburg September, 1922 
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